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Tue discussion of the Caesarean text, like so much in the 
textual criticism of the gospels, really begins with Griesbach,} 
who in 1811 pointed out that Origen used different texts in 
his commentaries on Matthew and on John. About 1896 either 
Hort or, more probably, Sanday 2 made the further statement 
that Codex 1 resembled the text of Origen. This led to the 
editing of Codex 1 and its allies* and their identification as 
part of a larger family, which included Codices 565, 28, 700, 
and the Ferrar group. The editor was very doubtful whether 
the connection with Origen and Caesarea could be maintained, 
and he did not discuss the point in that volume. He had men- 
tioned it in the first edition of his “Text of the New Testament,” 
but dropped it in later ones, though it has now been restored, 
thanks to Streeter’s investigations, in a new edition.‘ The 
reason for his missing the facts was that he was secretly en- 
amored of a suggestion, which he could not prove and therefore 
did not make, to the effect that the text of family 1 was a de- 
generate representative of the Greek which underlies the 
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe. 

Very little attention was paid to “Codex 1 and its Allies.” 
The next step was taken by Hermann von Soden, who adopted 
a different classification, and his work appeared at first to have 
refuted previous theories and rendered them valueless. Von 
Soden of course recognized the existence of family 1, but he 
made it part of a larger family (H" or I") of which it and Codex 
22 formed sub-groups. It is very doubtful whether he was 
right in this, at least in Mark.® His scheme’ separated family 1 
and family 13 from each other and from the rest of the larger 


1 J. J. Griesbach, Commentarius criticus, 1811, pp. x-xxxvi. 

2 [I had thought that this statement was contained in Hort’s ‘Introduction’ to 
Westcott and Hort’s text, but I cannot find it there and am disposed to believe that 
Dr. Sanday quoted it to me from a conversation he had had with Dr. Hort. K.L.] 

3 K. Lake, Codex 1 and its Allies, in Texts and Studies, VII; see especially p. Ixxiii. 

4 K. Lake, The Text of the New Testament, Ist ed., 1898; 6th edition, revised by 
S. New, 1928, see especially pp. 22 and 84. 

5 H. von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, I. Teil, II. Abteilung, 1907, 
pp. 1042 ff. 

6 See also p. 327. 

7 Pp. 1276 ff. 
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group which had been indicated in “Codex 1 and its Allies,” 
and he submerged 0, 565, 700, and 28 in the group which he 
called I°. The group including family 1 he called I’ in his appa- 
ratus, and Η" in his introduction. Family 13 he called I‘ in his 
apparatus and J in his introduction. Unfortunately he also 
added Codex Bezae to the group I*. His theory was that this 
group of mss. forms the best representative of a Jerusalem re- 
cension, found in the quotations of Eusebius; that the text of D 
is much contaminated by Latin influences, but otherwise belongs 
to the same group as 0, 565, 700, and 28 and 15 the best repre- 
sentative of the I-text: and that family 1 and family 13, though 
generally speaking they preserve the I-text, represent two differ- 
ent and inferior lines of attestation. From the first von Soden 
was criticized for his treatment of D, but for some time it was 
not recognized that he was wrong in separating family 1 and 
family 13 from 0, 565, 700, 28. 

The next step forward was made in 1923 in an article in the 
Harvard Theological Review ὃ which pointed out the true re- 
lations between these Mss., reviving and adding to the para- 
graphs in “Codex 1 and its Allies.”” The writers then thought 
not of Caesarea but of a locality farther east as the possible 
home of the text. It must indeed be admitted that the author 
of “Codex 1 and its Allies’’ had entirely forgotten that he had 
ever thought of Caesarea and could hardly believe it when, a 
little later, the reviser of his ‘Text of the New Testament”’ 
confronted him with the printed statement in the first edition 
(p. 21). 

Meanwhile Canon Streeter in Oxford was busy in the prep- 
aration of his book, “The Four Gospels.” ° He accepted the 
results of the article in the Harvard Theological Review, and 
added to them the very important point that the text of the 
family was used by Origen in Caesarea. Following the analogy 
of the symbols ‘fam!’ and ‘fam’ he used the term “family Θ᾽ 
for the whole group. 

Streeter was certainly right in saying that the evidence proves 


8 K. Lake and R. P. Blake, ‘The Text of the Gospels and the Koridethi Codex,’ in 
Harvard Theological Review, XVI, 1923, pp. 267 ff. 
® B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels: A Study of Origins, London, 1924. 
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conclusively that Origen used the text of family Θ while he was 
in Caesarea, but unfortunately the suggestion that the change 
in Origen’s text corresponds to his change of residence is not 
wholly supported by the facts, and we have devoted a section 
of the present article to a somewhat fuller statement and discus- 
sion of the text of Origen. 

The next step in the unravelling of the problem was taken in 
time to be announced by Streeter in his “Four Gospels.” ἢ. P. 
Blake, then in Oxford, called Streeter’s attention to the Geor- 
gian version, and Streeter at once perceived that the Geor- 
gian version in its oldest form clearly belonged to the same 
group as 9. The two did not, however, work out the implica- 
tions of this discovery, which are treated at length in the pres- 
ent article. 


Immediately after this, the three writers of the present 
article formed a committee of inquiry into the Caesarean text. 
Our original plan was to edit the Caesarean text of the Gospel 
of Mark. This plan we have not wholly abandoned, but it 
will require more time than we at first supposed, and we 
here present an interim report, consisting of three sections: 

I. The evidence of Greek ss., with a tabular presentation 
of the variants in Mark i, vi, and xi, and some suggestions as to 
the relations between the various manuscripts. For the sake 
of clearness a discussion of the later widely current text, which 
is a necessary though subordinate part of this study, is re- 
moved to Excursus I; and we have ventured to substitute the 
term ‘Ecclesiastical’ for the more familiar, but possibly mis- 
leading, ‘Antiochian’ or ‘Byzantine.’ In Excursus IV we give 
the reconstructed text of Mark i, vi, and xi. 

II. Patristic evidence, consisting of the quotations in the two 
great Caesarean writers, Origen and Eusebius. This investiga- 
tion confirms the localization of the text at Caesarea, but gives 
a somewhat different color to Streeter’s discovery and raises an 
important problem as to the provenance of the Neutral text. 

ΠῚ. The evidence of Georgian, Armenian, and Syriac ver- 
sions. It seemed desirable, inasmuch as the Georgian version is 
one of the best witnesses to this text, to include as Excursus IT 
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a longer statement as to the date of the Georgian version. The 
Georgian and Armenian versions are probably both based on a 
Syriac version of Caesarean type, and we believe that we 
succeed in showing that this version is best represented in 
Syriac by the so-called Palestinian Syriac, which exists in a 
tolerably complete lectionary form in the Evangeliarium Hiero- 
solymitanum and also in a few older fragments of continuous 
text. Our researches at one time raised the suspicion that the 
text of family © was used in the margin of the Harclean Syriac. 
Investigation of this point proved to have little importance for 
the elucidation of the Caesarean text but to be valuable for 
the understanding of the Harclean, and we have printed it as 
Excursus III. 

Finally, it seems desirable to emphasize again that our studies 
have been designedly limited to the text of Mark. It is quite 
possible that the situation is different in the other gospels; but 
the examination of this question must be reserved for another 
article. 
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I. Tue Evmencté oF GREEK MANUSCRIPTS 


Tue Greek manuscripts which we discussed in this REVIEW 
in 1923 were Θ fam! fam 28 565 and 700. Four additions 
might reasonably be made to these: (a) The group which von 
Soden calls ᾧ and Streeter refers to as family 1424, (b) Codex 
1071, (c) Berlin P. 13416, (d) Codex W. Of these we have 
ignored the first because, though Streeter is doubtless right in 
regarding it as at least containing a Caesarean element, it is 
probably less important than any of the other witnesses, and 
properly to reconstruct its evidence would have added more 
to the labor of preparing this article, and delayed its publica- 
tion longer, than we thought tolerable. Codex 1071 is certainly 
a weak Caesarean manuscript, but it seems to us scarcely good 
enough to include at present, though it would have to be con- 
sidered in a full edition of the Caesarean text. The Berlin 
fragment P. 13416 stands on a different level. It is unfortu- 
nately very short, but so far as it goes it is extremely good. 
We have printed it separately before the Tables. Codex W in 
Mark vi ff. is clearly Caesarean, though not one of the best wit- 
nesses, and we have included it in our Tables for chapters vi 
and ΧΙ. 


The Berlin Fragment 


The most important new contribution to our knowledge of 
the witnesses for the 0-family was made by A. H. Salonius of 
Helsingfors by his publication of P. 13416, from the Berlin 
collection of papyri, in the Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche 
Wissenschaft, xxvi, 1927, pp. 101 ff. 

Berlin P. 13416 is a vellum fragment of the seventh century, 
and was purchased at Hermoupolis (Eschmunein) in Egypt. 
it is not included in von Soden’s or Gregory’s lists. The fol- 
lowing collation of Salonius’s transcript with the Textus Re- 
ceptus shows that the fragment comes from a codex which was 
strongly marked by Caesarean readings. The variant ws evpnowv 
for εἰ apa evpnoe in ΧΙ. 13 is specially characteristic. But the 
fragment also contains an unusual number of singular readings, 


This content downloaded from 96.234.11.130 on Wed, 21 Aug 2013 22:43:37 PM 
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions 


CAESAREAN TEXT OF MARK 213 


and suggests either that the variation within the Caesarean 
text may have been greater than the existing evidence would 
indicate, or that the correction of manuscripts to the standard 
of the Ecclesiastical Text went even further than we had 
thought. Readings marked with an asterisk appear to be singu- 
lar readings. 


ΧΙ. 18 paxpofev] azo μακροθεν c. Θ fam! fam™® 28 565 700 (W) αὶ 
BCLAAN (D) 
exovcay φυλλα] *om 
ει apa ευρησει] ws ευρησων c. 8 565 700 Grg”® Orig a ἴα 
kat ἐλθων] ελθων δε c. 565 Orig a f 
ex avrnv] om (cf. 700 Grg*®) c. a g! (ef. Ὁ lat) 
ει μη φυλλα] ev αὐτὴ c. Grg*® 


* 


Katpos| ἕκαρπος 


14 και αποκριθεις ο ιησουςΪ ο δε unoous (cf. και sine αποκριθεις o 
ιησους ατρῇ ἃ b c ff, 1 pesh) 
μήκετι εκ σον εἰς τον αἰωνα μήδεις καρπον φαγοιΐ Ἔμηκετι 
μηδεις απο σου καρπον φαγοι εἰς τον αἰωνα hoc ordine 
εκ σου] “amo σου 
καὶ ἤκουον οἱ μαθηται αὐτου] add verba aliqua, probabiliter 


παλιν προσ- (cf. add παλιν N al pauc) 
15 0 τησους] omc. f! 28 565 700 W Grg'? NBCLA 33 Ὁ lat 
arm syr” 
κατεστρεψεν] ανεστρεψεν (cf. Orig. in Joh. p. 191) 
16 wa τις διενεγκὴ] ἔδιενεγκειν τινα 


17 εδιδασκε λεγων] ἔλεγε (cf. εδιδασκε και ἔλεγε ἔδιη! δ ατρὶ 
NSBCLA k pesh Orig) 
ov] om c. Θ fam! 28 565 Grg’? Ὁ ἢ cik q boh arm 
ort] om c. 69 CD ac Καὶ q arm aeth 


Tables of Variants 


In the following Tables of Variants (pp. 216-246) we present, 
as accurately as we can, the evidence of Θ fam! fam® 28 565 700 
W and the Georgian version, adding at the left the chief sup- 
porting evidence from outside for the Caesarean text, and at 
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the right giving the Textus Receptus with its chief supporting 
evidence. The letter “f’ indicates that the Ms. in question gives 
the non-ecclesiastical reading. When there is double or triple 
variation within the family, the divergent readings are given be- 
low the main reading with the evidence for each. In the Tables 
these variants are indicated by the numbers attached to them. 
In many cases they are merely variations of one original, 
but this is not always so. We abandoned the attempt to use 
von Soden’s apparatus, and confined ourselves to Tischendorf 
and to the editions of individual manuscripts. Nor have we 
quoted the evidence with complete fullness, especially that in 
support of the Textus Receptus. Variations of spelling have 
been given only where they seemed of some significance, e.g. 
ναζαρεθ for vataper, but not κραββατοις for κραβατοις. 

Fam!' and fam™® are quoted as groups. Singular variants in 
any manuscript within either group are not quoted; nor are 
manuscripts of either group cited when they have the reading 
of the Textus Receptus against a reading in the reconstructed 
text of the group. In cases, however, where the reconstructed 
text of the group agrees with the Textus Receptus and one 
manuscript within the group has a variant reading found else- 
where in the Caesarean family, this variant reading is given. 
It should be observed that the text of fam" has not yet been 
reconstructed finally (see pp. 327 f.). 

Variants which are not elsewhere attested are given in sepa- 
rate lists at the end of the tables, except when they have already 
been included as second or third variants. 

The Adysh manuscript of the Georgian is quoted as Οἱ, 
the two manuscripts of the edition of BeneSevié as G’, and 
when there is a variant between them, the Opiza manuscript is 
called A and the Tbet’ manuscript B. The Georgian mss. are 
discussed below, pp. 290-294. 

With some hesitation we have not included the evidence of 
Origen and Eusebius. Their quotations, though invaluable as 
a ‘control,’ are not extensive enough to be represented in the 
Tables without a wrong impression being created when they 
are silent. For the testimony of these writers the next section 
(pp. 258-285), in which it is given, must be consulted. 
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The evidence presented in the two extreme columns, on left 
and right, is a selection, not a full statement, from Tischen- 
dorf’s apparatus, which, except in rare instances, we have not 
attempted to verify. We have, however, added the evidence 
of the Sinaitic Syriac and, in Mark i, that of Codex W, which in 
this chapter is probably not Caesarean, but has many interest- 
ing readings. 
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Singular Readings in Indwidual Greek Codices 


In addition to the readings tabulated above the following 
readings are found in one only of the codices of the family with- 
out any support elsewhere. The collation is with the Textus 
Receptus. 


6 


ΜΚ. 1. 8 μεν pro ev ante υδατι 
9 om eyevero 
20 add τα δικτυα και ante τον πατερα 
28 αὑτὴ pro αὐτου 
30 om περι αὐτῆς 
39 om ra ante δαιμονια 
v1. 22 om pe 
28 Tov wavynv pro αὐτον 
41] rov δυο pro τους δυο (2°) 
4ἀΦ΄ εφαγων 
45. τὸν pro των 
54 εξελθοντον 
xl. 3 add παλιν post εὐυθεως 


FAM! 


Mk. 1.20 μισθιων pro μισθωτων 
vi. 11 add τον κονιορτον post εκειθεν; om Tov χοὺν 
20 om και αγιον 
27 απολυσας pro αποστειλας 
33 ιδοντες pro evdov 
om καὶ (2°) 
exer post Gov 
42 και ἐχορτασθησαν παντες hoc ordine 
48 επι της θαλασσης περιπατων hoc ordine 
ὅθ. ασθενεις pro ασθενουντας 
xl. 11 ovens δὴ hoc ordine 
27 om και οἱ πρεσβυτεροι 
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FAM"? 
Mk. 1. 84 ποικιλοις 


35 Kat αναστας 
vi. 33° om πολλοι 
45 add o ιησους post ηναγκασεν 


28 


Mk. i. 8. add του ante κυριου 
19 κατασκευαζοντας pro καταρτιζοντας (also in 124) 
28 τοῦ topdavov pro της γαλιλαιας 
vi. 8 add rnyv ante odov 
90 ανηγγειλαν pro απηγγειλαν 
απαντα pro Tarra 
a pro οσα 
31 οι vrayovres Kat οἱ epxopevot, hoc ordine 
34 add εσκυλμενοι και ἐριμμενοι post ησαν 
Xl. 2 πορεῦομενοι pro εἰισπορευομενοι 
17 om πασι τοις εθνεσιν 
31 add es ante avTw 


565 


Mk. i. 11 add tdov ante dwn 
22 εν pro em 
vil. 11 εκτινασσεσθε pro εκτιναξατε 
add ἐπ ante avrots 
20 ιδων pro εἰδως 
23 Kav pro ews 
37 om αρτους 
44 om ανδρες 
46 om εἰς To ορος προσευξασθαι 
51 add λιαν ev εαὐυτοις ad fin 
52 των apTwY PTO Tots apTots 
ΧΙ. 5 om exe 
11 οψινὴης pro οψιας 
19. ἐπ αὐτὴ pro εν αὑτὴ 
2) εκαστα pro κατα 
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700 


Mk. 1. 18 dua pro dixrva 
32 om τοὺς 
vi. 11 εξερχομενοι pro ἐκπορευομενοι 
15 addo ante προφητης 
20 ηκουσεν pro nkove 
33 add ce post exer 
ΧΙ. 18 add αὐτου post ἡκουσαν 


Ww 


Mk. vi. 8 πηραν pro ζωνην 
11 avtwy pro avrots 
14 avrov pro ev avTw 
22 day pro εαν 
25 om προς τον βασιλεα 
90 απηγγειλον pro απηγγείλαν 
91 λοιπὸν pro ολιγον 
om ou ante ὑπαγοντες 
40 avdpes pro ava 
50 μη φοβεισθε evyw εἰμι hoc ordine 
δῷ συνηκαν 
53 ηλθαν pro ηλθον 
ΧΙ. την κατεναντι κωμὴν hoc ordine 
om ὑμων 
11 om 767 
12 αυριον pro ἐπαύριον 
19. εἰς αὐτὴν pro ev αὐτὴ 
1ὅ om kat αγοραζοντας 
29 τινι pro ποια 
951 avrovs pro eauTous 
33 οιδομεν 


Singular Georgian Readings 


In the following list inverted commas (“‘) mean agreement 
with the reading cited from one of the Georgian authorities; 
a dash signifies disagreement. 
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Mk.i.  Adysh (Greg!) Opiza (A) 
3 — τὴν οδον] vias 
εὐθειας] et rectas ὴ 
4 eyevero| fuit autem - 
6 — evdeduuevos| vestitus est 


vestimento suo 
-- ακριδας καὶ μελι αγριον] 
mel et locustam cam- 
pestrem 
7 non dignus sum “ 
(order) 
14 το παραδοθηναι τον — 
ιωαννην] traditionem 
Tohannis in carcerem 
ἘΞ κηρυσσων] et praedi- 
cabat 
16 ησαν yap adtes| reti- — 
arli enim fuerunt 
19 — mpoBas εκειθεν ολιγον] et 
cum paululum pro- 
gressus est 
ειἰδεν] et vidit 1116 . 
avrous| illi quoque - 
— εν TW TAOLW καταρτιζοντας 
τα δικτυα] Compone- 
bant tantum retia in 


navi 
23 — και avexpaée| exclamavit 
24 ea τι] sine nos: quid — 
agitur 
vaCwpare — 


— ηλθες] venisti hic 
27 OM ὠστε -- 
τι] quidnam = 
immundis illis spiriti- — 
bus (order) 
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Tbet’ (B) 


σοι και ἡμιν 


(order ) 


90 
91 


39 
41 


45 


Mk. 


Vi. 
sorores eius nonne hic 
apud nos sunt 


(order ) 


υποδεδεμενους σανδαλια] 
sandalia haberetis 
αλλοι 


de] quidam 


CAESAREAN TEXT OF MARK 45] 
ΤΙ, Adysh (Grg!) Opiza (A) Tbet’ (B) 

— — αὐτὼ] ιησου 
και προσελθων] et venit ef -- 

a — et venit Iesus 
και evpovres] quandoque - — 

invenerunt (hab syr?*’) 
f eyouow] dixerunt — - 
- et dixerunt ᾿ 


om και ante exer 
ante εἰς oAnv add και 7 
extewas| et extendit ᾿ 
- add τησους 
post avrw 1° 


om auTw 2° 


προσεταξε] praecepit tibi 
εξελθων] egressus est 


illine et 
ηρξατο] et coepit * 
sorores istius omnes sicut A 


apud nos sunt 


post διδασκων add avrovus “ 


om εν avTw ev avrw| apud eum 


— et alii 
post προφητων add " 
πρωτων 
om ακουσας — 
o yap npwéns| et " 
Herodes 
— post ovvava- 
KELLEVOLS 
844 58|- 
tatio 1118 
elus 
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Mk. vi.  Adysh (Gre?) Opiza (A) Thet? (B) 
22 omo βασιλεὺς o Bac.| Herodes rex sicut A 
= εισελθουσα] ingressa est : 
puella illa 
26 — o βασιλευς] Herodes rex ‘ 


δια] propter autem 2 ἡ 


90 om auTw -- --- 


91 — — οἱ ερχομενοὶι 
και Ol ὑπα- 
γοντες] ve- 
nientes 


34 om em αὑτῆς — — 


41 _ λαβων] accepit Iesus ᾿ 
oan post δυο add istoque i 
modo 
Mk. xi. 
17 — — μου] patris mei 
18 — ηκουσαν] hoc audi- cum audi- 
verunt verunt hoc 


22 avrows|] avTw — ὰ 


23 ἘΞ — υμιν] tibi 

24, — — δια Touro] amen 

27 περιπατουντος avrou] — _ 
cum intraret 

28 om auTw — ΒΕΝ 


29 post autos add si — — 
vultis 


30 αποκριθητε] dicite 
32 post yap add prophetam 
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Analysis of the Tables 


Analysis indicates that the following points are noteworthy’: 
(1) The Tables show 392 variants found in at least two 
members of the Caesarean family. Of these 


565 contains...............000. 221 (56%) 
GO cccru dns νιν νιν νιν ν νιν να dows 198 (50%) 
Georgian................... νων, 178 (45%) 
WB ... {τε ν νιν εν νιν νννν να μιν γε νν 168 (42%) 
WOO ...«{νν νιν μενα νιν αν ρ νον 167 (42%) 


W (not including variants in ch. i, 

where it is not Caesarean).... 130 (40%) 
fam. 1... ec cece cece cece eeuees 137 (35%) 
fam. 13 oo. eee cece cece cee eees 125 (31%) 


(2) Besides these there are 168 variants from the Textus 
Receptus found in only one member of the family, but with 
such outside support as to make them deserve consideration. 
The distribution of these is as follows: 


GCOMMNAM stv tactagsecsaes 49 
O το νυν enters vanagdneeees QT 
900 sejunoa πεν πε οὐ ει 26 
W (in two chapters) .......... 18 
ΤῊ}... cesteaepeceacaeegeues 15 
PAM 10 gay gank eh dee oe a ode 3 15 
WOO: sed boee ss ζει νον να 10 
OO. Gees hodagsese cagutaneeas 8 


The character of the outside support given to these variants 
is remarkably diverse. It is convenient to begin with the Greek 


7 In these and the other statistics presented in this article the reader must be warned 
that although great pains have been taken to make the figures accurate, yet absolute 
accuracy cannot be guaranteed. Slight errors may have been made in computing, and 
the verification necessary for eliminating these would have produced no commensurate 
result in a matter where only considerable and noteworthy differences of number and 
proportion are practically significant. Moreover the statistics had to be made from the 
form in which the Tables were first completed. Later changes in judgment and correc- 
tions due to repeated verification of the Tables have in a very few instances been found 
necessary. These could not be allowed for in the statistics. To have taken account of 
them would probably have caused a slight, but not appreciable, difference in the sta- 
tistics; it would not have affected in the least the inferences to be drawn from them. 
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mss. The ‘singular’ ὃ variants in Θ and 565 are about equally 
numerous but exactly opposite to each other in textual char- 
acter. © has 16 Neutral and Alexandrian readings, 5 ‘Western’ 
and Neutral, and only 3 ‘Western’ readings, of which one is 
found both in Latin and Syriac, one in D and the Latin only, 
and one in the Syriac only. On the other hand 565 has 3 
Neutral, 2 Alexandrian, and 16 ‘Western’ variants; of the 
‘Western’ all are found in the Latin ‘Western’ authorities and 
only two in the Syriac also. 700, although its singular variants 
are less numerous, 15 of exactly the same type as 565; it has ὃ 
‘Western’ readings (seven in the Latin and one in the Syriac) 
and one Alexandrian. In the other members of the family the 
character of the variants is more equally divided, except that W 
and to a less extent fam! seem to have an unusual amount of 
agreement with the Old Syriac. Thus © stands out as having 
a special strain of Neutral variants, and 565 and 700 show an 
equally remarkable number of ‘Western’ readings. It is inter- 
esting that a preponderance of Neutral singular readings similar 
to that found in Θ is also a characteristic of (αἱ (see p. 310). 

(3) The problem of the Georgian version is more complicated. 
As is shown on p. 295, it was originally made from the Arme- 
nian, which at that time must have been an almost pure repre- 
sentative of the Caesarean text, though with some readings 
taken from the Old Syriac. In the course of generations both 
Armenian and Georgian were revised, and neither original 
version 1s now extant. The Georgian, however, in the Adysh, 
Opiza, and ‘T’bet mss. represents an older stage than any now 
extant in the Armenian. It is, therefore, natural that many 
Caesarean readings lacking in the extant Armenian should be 
found in the Georgian. 

A consideration of the tables shows that the Georgian is only 
slightly inferior in value to 565 and 9, and that its attestation 
of Caesarean readings is about equally divided between G! 
and (αὐ. A majority of the Caesarean readings found in the 
Georgian are preserved in both recensions, but those found only 
in one or the other are relatively numerous, and there is no 


8 That is to say, found in only one member of the family; they are, of course, not 
‘singular’ in the usual sense of being wholly unsupported. 
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marked superiority in this respect attaching to one recension 
over the other. This means that the text of the Adysh ms. 
and that of the T’bet and Opiza mss. (A and B) have been 
about equally revised by the Ecclesiastical text, probably in 
both cases through an Armenian text partly conformed to the 
Ecclesiastical type. These revisions of the Georgian doubtless 
removed a considerable number of Caesarean readings which 
were in the original version, but they did not always affect the 
two recensions at the same points. In their present form the 
Adysh ms. is slightly less Ecclesiastical than either A or B 
separately, but A and B together are perhaps slightly better 
than the Adysh ms. 

The Georgian has many more singular variants than any 
Greek ms.; of these, 15 are common to both recensions, 7 are 
found only in the Adysh s., 17 in both A and B of G’, 9 in B 
only, and none in Aonly. Their character (like that of the Cae- 
sarean text in general) is partly Neutral and partly ‘Western,’ 
but the Old Syriac supports them more frequently than it does 
any of the Greek ss. of the family except W. Some of these 
singular variants (two are confirmed by the Berlin fragment) 
may represent the true Caesarean text; some may be due to 
Syriac infection derived from the Armenian. A further com- 
plication arises from a comparison of the Caesarean readings 
in the Georgian with those in the extant Armenian, for it seems 
to indicate that the recension represented by the Adysh ms. had 
undergone an earlier revision by a Neutral, rather than an 
Ecclesiastical, standard, in addition to a later Ecclesiastical 
revision similar to that undergone by G*. This is shown by 
the fact that in 29 cases A and B preserve Caesarean readings 
which are neither in the Adysh ms. nor in the Armenian, 
and that in every one of these cases the attestation for the 
Adysh reading is Neutral and Ecclesiastical. (There is only 
one case in which A and B agree with the Armenian and 
the Textus Receptus against the Adysh ms.) These Neutral 
readings of course survived in the Adysh ms. chiefly because 
they were also found in the Ecclesiastical text, but they cannot 
be regarded as primarily Ecclesiastical, for if they were the 
result of an Ecclesiastical revision, they would have the mixed 
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character of that text and not be exclusively Neutral. It is 
also very important to notice that this Neutral character does 
not apply to readings found in both Georgian recensions, but is 
a peculiarity of G! when it is unsupported. The variants from 
the Textus Receptus attested by the two recensions have the 
mixed type of the Caesarean text, and are almost all proved to 
be Caesarean by Greek attestation. 

On historical grounds it is very improbable that this Neutral 
revision of the Georgian came directly from Greek sources, and 
consequently the facts seem to indicate that the Armenian 
version at an early, but not the earliest, stage of its history was 
revised by a Greek Neutral text. This affected the archetype 
of G! but not of G*. Later the Armenian was still further 
revised by Ecclesiastical texts, and this independently influ- 
enced the existing mss. of G! and G®. Neither of these Georgian 
recensions was as thoroughly revised as the now extant Arme- 
nian; hence many early readings survive in Georgian which have 
been eliminated from all Armenian mss. 

In connection with what has just been said it is natural to 
think of the Neutral revision which seems to have affected 9, 
but a comparison of readings does not suggest any marked con- 
nection between the Neutral readings in © and those in the 
Adysh ms. Probably all that can be said — and it is not unim- 
portant — is that the evidence of Θ and that of the Adysh ms. 
coincide to prove that at some period later than the first ap- 
pearance of the Georgian version there was a tendency both 
in Greek and Armenian circles to correct the Caesarean text 
by Neutral copies. 

(4) That a common text is shared by these authorities is 
clear, but any attempt to divide the family into smaller groups 
of manuscripts results in remarkable and instructive failure. 
Those mss. which have already been grouped as family 1 and 
family 13 had common ancestors, not far removed from the 
existing codices; but apart from this no two members of the 
Caesarean family show evidence of any close relationship. 

It is possible, however, that research may establish a family 
tree, and there are indications which might be followed up. 
Family 1, W, and the Georgian have more variants in com- 
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mon with the Sinaitic Syriac than have the other Caesarean 
manuscripts, and moreover share a rather large number of 
sub-singular readings. But, on the other hand, 28 and W have 
several curious errors in common, although there is no other 
evidence of close relationship between them. 565 and 700 both 
belong to the more ‘Western’ branch of the group, in contrast 
to 0, yet each shares as many readings with 0 alone as with the 
other of the two or with the Georgian. In fact these four, the 
best authorities for the Caesarean text, are all closer to each 
other than to any of their poorer relations. But this only means 
that they are better representatives of the original Caesarean 
text and have been less thoroughly corrected by the Ecclesi- 
astical text. 

The relative independence of the individual manuscripts of 
the family renders all the more striking the fidelity with which 
one or the other supports a selection of variants for which other 
attestation oscillates between the most widely separated textual 
types. The reason for grouping together the manuscripts in 
the Caesarean family is not merely that they often agree, but 
that they agree in the character of the selection which they 
make, giving now a reading from purely Neutral manuscripts, 
then one found only in D and the European Latin, to be fol- 
lowed by one peculiar to the Old Syriac or found only in the 
Caesarean family. 


This content downloaded from 96.234.11.130 on Wed, 21 Aug 2013 22:43:37 PM 
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions 


958 HARVARD THEOLOGICAL REVIEW 


II. Patrristic EvipencE 


The preceding discussion proves that the group of manu- 
scripts studied includes remains of a common text corrupted 
in different ways in the several manuscripts under the influence 
of Ecclesiastical standards. They do not, however, in them- 
selves afford any evidence as to the date or provenance of the 
text which was thus corrupted; nor is it demonstrated that the 
non-ecclesiastical readings all came from the same source. At 
this stage therefore it is necessary to turn to the evidence of 
quotations in the church fathers. This evidence is always the 
guiding star of the textual critic in his effort to localize and 
date a text. It was, for instance, only by the aid of Cyprian’s 
quotations that the Latin manuscripts Codex Bobiensis (k) 
and Codex Floriacensis (h) were identified as singularly good 
representatives of the African Latin of the third century, and 
the Codex Palatinus (e) as a slightly less valuable member of 
the same family. Moreover, now that the African text is se- 
curely established, its influence can be recognized in many 
sporadic variants in other Latin manuscripts. 

In the Greek field relatively little has as yet been done in 
localizing the manuscripts or texts by this means, and students 
of Greek texts have been far outstripped by the investigators 
of the Latin and Syriac New Testament. We are therefore 
fortunate in now being able clearly to identify the family text 
of the manuscripts that have been discussed as the one used in 
Caesarea by both Origen and Eusebius. It is true that for a 
short time after reaching Caesarea Origen used not this type 
but a tolerably pure form of the Neutral text. This raises 
problems which must be discussed later. But for the present 
purpose the important point is that for Origen’s quotations, 
from Mark xit-xvi made in the later books of his Commentary 
on John (beginning with book xi), and for his quotations from 
all parts of Mark made in his subsequent writings, he used the 
text of our group of manuscripts. Moreover Eusebius always 
used that text. This is sufficient evidence to permit us to as- 
sign it a date and a locality. 
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Origen 

The textual character of the New Testament used by Origen 
can be made out from his quotations. The great majority of 
those from Mark are found, naturally enough, in his commen- 
taries on Matthew and John. There occur also a few quotations 
in his other works, especially De Principiis and the Exhortation 
to Martyrdom, but in many of his writings there are no quo- 
tations from Mark of sufficient definiteness to fix the character 
of the text. 

In his book, “The Four Gospels,” Streeter drew attention to 
the fact that the quotations represent two distinct textual 
types, one which may, roughly speaking, be called Neutral, 
the other consistently found only in © and its allies. He 
argued that this change of text is to be connected with Origen’s 
change of residence from Alexandria to Caesarea; that he 
used the Neutral text in Alexandria and the 9-text in Caesarea. 

In the surviving portions [says Streeter] of the first ten books of his Com- 
mentary on John, Origen used the BS text of Mark; but in the later books of 
this work, in his Commentary on Matthew and his Exhortation to Martyrdom, 
he used a text practically identical with that of fam. 6. The Commentary on 


John was begun in Alexandria but finished at Caesarea, and both the other 
works mentioned were written at Caesarea (p. 78). 


Again he says: 


Two points became clear. (a) The difference noticed by Griesbach between 
the use of an “Alexandrian” and of a “mixed” text of Mark corresponds to 
the change, not from the earlier to the later chapters of Mark, but from the 
earlier to the later books of the Commentary on John. (b) Both this “‘mixed”’ 
text of Mark and the so-called “Western” text used in the Commentary on 
Matthew and in the Exhortation to Martyrdom are practically identical with 
the text of fam. 6. At once we notice the salient fact that the change in the 
text used corresponds, roughly speaking, to a change of residence (p. 92). 


We know from Eusebius that Origen’s De Principiis and the 
first five books of the Commentary on John were written in 
Alexandria, and that all the other books of the Commentary 
on John, as well as the Commentary on Matthew and the Ex- 
hortation to Martyrdom, were written in Caesarea. 

Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. vi. 24, 1) says: 

ἐν μὲν τῷ ἕκτῳ τῶν εἰς TO κατὰ ᾿Ιωάννην ᾿Εξηγητικῶν σημαίνει 
τὰ πρότερα πέντε ἐπ᾿ ᾿Αλεξανδρείᾳ ἐτ᾽ ὄντα συντάξαι. 
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The passage to which Eusebius here refers is In Joh. vi. 2, 8 
(p. 107 of the Berlin edition): 


Kal μέχρι YE TOU πέμπτου τόμου, εἰ Kal ὁ κατὰ THY ᾿Αλεξανδρείαν 
χειμὼν ἀντιπράττειν ἐδόκει, τὰ διδόμενα ὑπηγορεύσομεν, 
ἐπιτιμῶντος τοῖς ἀνέμοις καὶ τοῖς κύμασι τῆς θαλάσσης τοῦ 
"Inoov: καὶ ἕκτου δὲ ἐπὶ ποσὸν προεληλυθότες ἐξειλκύσθημεν ἀπὸ 
γῆς Αἰγύπτου, ῥυσαμένου ἡμᾶς τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ ἐξαγαγόντος τὸν 
λαὸν ἀυτοῦ ἀπ᾿ αὐτῆς. ἔπειτα τοῦ ἐχθροῦ πικρότατα ἡμῶν κατα- 
στρατευσαμένου διὰ τῶν καινῶν αὐτοῦ γραμμάτων τῶν ἀληθῶς 
ἐχθρῶν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ καὶ πάντας τοὺς ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ ἀνέμους τῆς 
πονηρίας καθ᾽ ἡμῶν ἐγείραντος, στῆναι μᾶλλόν με πρὸς τὸν 
ἀγῶνα παρεκάλει ὁ λόγος καὶ τηρῆσαι τὸ ἡγεμονικόν, μήποτε 
μοχθηροὶ λογισμοὶ ἐξισχύσωσι τὸν χειμῶνα καὶ τῇ ψυχῇ μου 
ἐπεισαγαγεῖν, ἤπερ ἀκαίρως, πρὶν γαλήνην τὴν διάνοιαν λαβεῖν, 
συνάπτειν τὰ ἑξῆς τῆς γραφῆς: καὶ οἱ συνήθεις δὲ ταχυγράφοι 
μὴ παρόντες τοῦ ἔχεσθαι τῶν ὑπαγορεύσεων ἐκώλυον. νῦν δ᾽ ὅτε 
τὰ καθ᾽ ἡμῶν πεπυρωμένα πολλὰ σβεννύντος θεοῦ βέλη ἤμβλυν- 
ται καὶ ἐνεθισθεῖσα ἡμῶν ἡ ψύχη τοῖς συμβεβηκόσι διὰ τὸν οὐ- 
ράνιον λόγον φέρειν ῥᾷον βιάζεται τὰς γεγενημένας ἐπιβουλάς, 
ὡσπερεὶ ποσῆς εὐδίας λαβόμενοι οὐκέτι ὑπερτιθέμενοι ὑπαγορεύ- 
εἰν τὰ ἀκόλουθα βουλόμεθα, θεὸν διδάσκαλον ὑπηχοῦντα ἐν τῷ 
ἀδύτῳ τῆς ψυχῆς ἡμῶν παρεῖναι εὐχόμενοι, ἵνα τέλος λάβῃ ἡ 
τῆς διηγήσεως τοῦ κατὰ ᾿Ιωάννην εὐαγγελίου οἰκοδομή. γένοιτο 
δ᾽ ὁ θεὸς ἐπήκοος ἡμῶν τῇ εὐχῇ, εἰς τὸ συνάψαι δυνηθῆναι τὸ 
σῶμα τοῦ ὅλου λόγου, μηκέτι μεσολαβούσης περιστάσεως 
διακοπὴν τοῦ εἱρμοῦ τῆς γραφῆς ὁποίαν δήποτε ἐνεργήσασθαι 
δυναμένης. ἴσθι δὲ ὅτι ἀπὸ πολλῆς προθυμίας δευτέραν ταύτην 
ἀρχὴν ποιοῦμαι ἕκτου τόμου διὰ τὸ τὰ προὐπαγορευθέντα ἡμῖν 
ἐν τῇ ᾿Αλεξανδρείᾳ οὐκ οἶδ᾽ ὅπως μὴ κεκομίσθαι: βέλτιον γὰρ 
ἡγησάμην, ὑπὲρ τοῦ μὴ ἀπράκτως μοι τοῦδε τοῦ ἔργου παρελθεῖν 
καὶ τοῦτον τὸν χρόνον, ἤδη τῶν λοιπῶν ἄρξασθαι καὶ μὴ μετ᾽ 
ἀδήλου τοῦ εὑρεθήσεσθαι τὰ προυπαγορευθέντα ἡμῖν ἀναμένων, 
κέρδος οὐκ ὀλίγον ἀπολέσαι τὸ τῶν μεταξὺ ἡμερῶν. καὶ ταῦτα 
μὲν αὐτάρκως πεπροοιμιάσθω:- ἤδη δὲ καὶ τῆς λέξεως ἐχώμεθα. 


These statements, though somewhat prolix, are quite clear. 
Only books i-v of the commentary on John were written in 
Alexandria, the rest was written in Caesarea. Therefore, if 
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Streeter’s theory were wholly correct the change in text ought 
to come after book v, where the change in residence certainly 
comes. But it does not. It does not come until after book x, 
as Streeter himself points out elsewhere, though without fully 
seeing the importance of the difference. 

Therefore, to make the facts clear, we have arranged the 
quotations from Mark in these books of Origen in the following 
six Lists: (1) the quotations in De Principiis and (2) in 
books i-v of the Commentary on John, which were written in 
Alexandria; (3) the quotations in books vi-x of the Commen- 
tary on John, written in Caesarea; (4) the quotations in the 
remaining books of the Commentary on John, written in Caesa- 
rea; (5) the quotations in the Commentary on Matthew, writ- 
ten in Caesarea; and (6) the quotations in the Exhortation to 
Martyrdom, written in Caesarea. To these Lists might be 
added an investigation of the work Contra Celsum, but the 
quotations in this are frequently indirect and we did not at- 
tempt the task of analyzing them. 


(1) Quotations from Mark in Origen, De Principits 


(The pages and lines in parenthesis on the left are those of 
the Berlin edition.) 


(205, 10) Mk. iv. 12 μη βλεπωσι pro βλεπωσι και μη Ldworc. A 
(cf. Mt., Lk.) 
ακουσωσι (Codex B) pro axovwor c. CM 
33 fam 
συνωσι (Codex D) pro συνιωσι ec. DL fam! 
(223, 12) iv. 12 μη βλεπωσι (see above) 
Om ακονωσι και c. 28 a 
συνωσι (Codex D) (see above) 

(47, 11; 138, 11) x. 18 deus+ pater. This reading is not found 
in any manuscript but there is some 
evidence that it is an early Alexan- 
drian reading known to Clement. In 
Paed. 1. 8, 72 Clement says ov μὴν 
αλλ οπηνικα διαρρηδην λεγει᾿ ovders αγαθος 
εἰ μη O πατὴρ μου ο εν Tots ουρανοις. In 
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Paed. i. 8, 74 he says adda και ovdes 
ayabos εἰ uno πατηρ. In Strom. v. 10, 
63 and vii. 10, 58 he alludes to the 
same reading, and in Strom. 11. 20, 
114 quotes the reading from Valen- 
tinus without rejecting it. Origen’s 
preference for the reading is shown by 
his use of it in his Commentary on 
John and in the Exhortation to 
Martyrdom, written in Caesarea. 


(2) Quotations from Mark in Books 1-v of the Commentary on 
John, written in Alexandria, and from the Commentary on 
Lamentations 


Commentary on John, Books i-v 


(18, 18) Mk. i. 1 om wov του θεου c. S Iren Serap Bas Cyr*" 
Hier Θ 28 Grg! 
2 καθως pro ws c. NBKLATI 6 fam! 565 700 
εν ἡσαια TW προφήητη PTO εν τοις προφη- 
ταις c. 1) (NB etc.) Iren Serap it vg 
syrPesh pal hel mz arm © fam! 700 Grg 
om εἐμπροσθεν cov c. NBKLIIDW abc 1 
q boh pesh aeth Θ 700. 
(65, 15) 111. 29 ee. pro exer c. c boh aeth Cyp 
OUTE EV TOUTW TW ALWYL OUTE EV TW μελλοντι 
pro es τὸν awva c. gat. This may 
be a composite quotation partly from 
Mark, partly from Matthew xii. 32. 
(69, 14) x. 18 οθεος + ο πατὴρ (see above) 


Commentary on Lamentations 


(261, 4) ΧΙ]. 35 ovdas pro οἰδατε 
36 εὑρήσει pro evpn c. 238 300 472 


These lists of variants show that there is scarcely sufficient 
evidence to prove anything decisive about the character of the 
text of Mark used by Origen in Alexandria. The quotations in 
De Principiis and that in the Commentary on Lamentations 
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are little more than references, and the variants in them can 
hardly be taken seriously. The twice-repeated quotation from 
Mark x. 18, recurring as it does in the Commentary on John, 
both in the part written in Alexandria and in that written in 
Caesarea, and also in the Exhortation to Martyrdom, is of a 
different nature. As the evidence given above shows, it clearly 
seems to have been known to Clement of Alexandria. It is all 
the more remarkable that it is not found in any extant manu- 
script. ‘This is one of the cases where one is inclined to doubt 
the judgment of Westcott and Hort, that there are no varia- 
tions in the gospels due to doctrinal reasons. 

Streeter’s theory, therefore, that Origen used the Neutral 
text of Mark in Alexandria, must really rest on the quotation 
of Mark i. 1-3 in Book i. of the Commentary on John. But it 
is by no means sure that this passage does not really support 
an opposite conclusion. In the three verses are four variants 
from the Textus Receptus; their outstanding feature is not 
that they are found in Neutral mss., but rather in 9 and its 
allies. All four are found in 9: one of them is found in all early 
authorities, one in the Neutral text and the KII-group (Κ΄), one 
in & (alone among the great manuscripts) and in Irenaeus, and 
the fourth is found exactly in D and in a slightly variant form 
in the Neutral text. 

It would be absurd to base any certain conclusion on such 
slight evidence as this, but so far as it goes it suggests that the 
text of family ©, rather than that of NB, was used by Origen 
in Alexandria. 


(3) Quotations from Mark in Books w-x of the Commentary 
on John, written in Caesarea 


(135, 8) Mk.i.2 om εμπροσθεν σου ο. NBKLIIDW abclq 
boh pesh aeth Θ 700 

(138, 32) 5 ιεροσολυμιται παντες Kat εβαπτιζοντο pro 
ιεροσολυμιται Kat εβαπτιζοντο martes C. 


NBLA 33 Ὁ lat boh arm syr™ Eus 


(139, 1) ur αὐτου ante ev Tw Lopdavn ποταμω c. NBL 
33 lat vg arm Eus 
(141, 7) om μου post οπισω c. B 
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(159, 26) 


(171, 29) 


(180, 35) 


(181, 3) 


(181, 7) 
(123, 1) 


(192, 28) 
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1. 8 


13 


14 


15 


2] 


93 
94, 
26 
Q7 
vi. 16 
xl. 1 


2 


om μεν c. NBL 33 b c ff! q boh pesh arm 
Θ 565 Gre 

om ev ante υδατι c. NBHA 33 vg Aug 

εἰς TOV ἰιορδανην ὑπο wavvov c. NBL 33 D 
a Ὁ ete pesh Θ fam”® 565 700 

om exe c. NBALD 33 lat vg boh aeth 
Eus Θ (fam?) 

τεσσαρακοντα nuepas c. NBL 33 W ab ete 
vg boh aeth Eus Grg 

om τῆς βασιλειας c. NBL b c boh arm 
syrbcl.cod syrs!2 Θ fam! 28 565 Grg 

om και λεγων ce. Ne 

om ev post πιστευετε c. 481 Ὁ f ff σὴ vg 

καφαρναουμ c. NBA 33 DW it vg boh Θ 
fam 565 700 Grg 

evOus pro evdews c. NL 33 fam! 28 565 700 

om εἰσέλθων c. SCLA boh pesh fam® 28 
565 Grg! 

εδιδασκεν εἰς THY συναγωγὴν c. NL 33 fam® 
28 565 Grg! 

evfus c. NBL 33 fam! boh 

nv post avrwy transp. c. C 

οιδαμεν pro οιδα c. NLA boh arm aeth Eus 
Cyr™ Grg? 

νιος pro αγιος 

φωνησαν pro κραξαν c. NBL 33 

απαντες pro παντες c. NBL 

om ουτος ἐστιν Ο. 33 f syrPeh hel mg 

απο των νεκρων PYO εκ νεκρων c. C 

ιεροσολυμα ο. NBCLAD it sah © fam! 
fam 28 565 W 

evdus pro evdews c. NBLA 

οὐδεις + οὕπω c. BALA Ὁ f ete vg 

exafice pro κεκαθικε c. NBCLA 

λυσατε pro λυσαντες c. NBCLA sah boh 
arm aeth syr*" Grg! 

και φερετε pro αγαγετε c. SBCLA sah boh 
arm aeth syr*" Grg! 
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x1. 3 


4 


[cf. 204, 8] 


10 


11 
(191, 26; 193, 15 
16; 204, 28) 


17 


(110, 9) xii. 26-27 
(or Mt. xxii. 31 ff.) 


(213,12) χίν. 60 
61 


evfus pro evfews c. SNBCLAD 

αποστελλει c. SABC etc Ὁ 

και ἀπῆλθον pro απηλθον δε c. NBLA ck 

om τον c. BALXTIID boh fam! fam® 565 
700 W Grg”® 

eoTwWTwWY Pro εἐστήκοτων c. MT minn. pl W 

om τὴν c. BLA sah boh arm Θ 565 W 
Grg 

εἰπεν pro ἐνετείλατο c. NBCLA (fam! 28 W) 

Om o 

φερουσι pro nyayov c. BLA 

ἐπιβαλλουσιν pro επεβαλον c. SNBCLAD b 
etc boh arm Θ fam! 28 565 700 W 

om ka εκαθισεν ἐπ avtw... 8 εἰς τὴν 
οδον (1°) 

κοψαντες pro exomTov ... καὶ c. NBLA sah 

aypwy pro δενδρων c. SBLA sah boh syr®“'™ 

ἐστρωσαν PIO εἐστρωννυον 

om λέγοντες c. NBCLA ς ff? k sah boh 

add 7 ante βασιλεια 

om ev ovouatt κυριου c. NBCLUAD it vg 
sah boh pesh arm syr*” Θ fam! fam” 
28 565 700 W Grg 

om ο ιησους και c. NBCLA it boh 8 W 

ove pro οψιας c. NCLA 

om o τήσους c. NBCL etc lat D syrresh bel 
arm aeth syr*” fam! W 28 565 700 Grg 

κολλυβιστων ++ ανεστρεψεν 

om κατεστρεψε (cf. fam. 0) 

Kat ἔλεγεν pro λεγων c. NBCLA k boh 
pesh aeth syr®” fam" Grg! 

πεποιήκατε pro εποιήησατε c. BLA 

οὐκ aveyvwrTe To ρηθεν ext της βατου ὑπο του 
θεου᾽ eyw θεος αβρααμ και θεος ἰισαακ Kat 
θεος ιακωβ; θεος δε οὐκ ἐστι νεκρων adda 
ζωντων 

om 7o ante μεσον c. NBCD etc 

οὐκ απεκρινατο οὐδεν PFO οὐδεν aTeEKpLVaTO C. 


NSBCL 33 sah boh aeth 
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This list gives practically the whole of the evidence on which 
Streeter actually relied for his contention that Origen used a 
Neutral text of Mark in Alexandria. It is indeed abundantly 
plain that the Neutral text was used in these books, but the 
evidence of Eusebius and of Origen (cf. pp. 259 f.) decisively 
proves that it was used not in Alexandria but in Caesarea. All 
these quotations are in books written after he had reached 
Caesarea. It should be noted that they do not consistently agree 
with any one manuscript of the Neutralfamily. A large number 
of them are found in all the authorities NBCLA. One variant 
is found only in C and one only in 33, but none is peculiar to 
either B or 8 or to BN, and none is of the curious ‘ Western’ 
type noticeable in LAW. 


(4) Quotations from Mark in the Commentary on John, 
Books xi-xxxir 
(409,7) Mk.1.24 oda] odayer c. Grg? SLA boh aeth arm 
Eus 
(561, 18) v1. 49 εδοξαν] εδοκουν 
φαντασμα εἰναι] ort φαντασμα εστι C. 
NBLA 33 
(386, 18) ix. 1 αμην] αμην αμην 
Om OTL 
whe ἐεστηκοτων] εστηκοτων wie c. fam! pesh 
boh (wée εστηκοτων μετ εμου 565 D lat) 
(361, 1) x11.26 om δε 
OTL EYELPOVTAL οὐκ aveyywre] οὐκ ἀνεΎνωτε 
OTL EVELPOVTAL 
eyo] εγω εἰμι c. MUA lat vg boh sah pesh 
arm aeth 
o Geos 2 θεος c. D 
o θεος 3° et 4 Geos c. BD 
27 o Geos] sic (cf. o θεος Geos fam* 33) 
ζἕωντων sine θεος c. Θ 565 NBD etc lat 
pesh arm 
(306, 19) 41 καθισας] εἐστως c. O fam! fam® 565 28 
syrht me arm 
mas 0 Οχλος] Kat Tas 
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ΧΙ. 41 Badde] εβαλλεν c. fam™ 28 
42 και ελθουσα] ελθουσα dec. 8 565 D lat vg 
48 deve] ere c. Θ 565 NBLADKTI a k 
sah boh 
αὐτὴ ἡ πτωχὴ] ἡ πτωχὴ αὐτὴ 6.0 565 Ὁ) 
lat 
BeBrnxe] eBare c. Θ 565 NBALAD 33 al 
xiv. 10 ο woKxapwrns]| om ο 6. 28 NBCD Eus 
(ισκαριωθ NBCLO) 
εἰς] sic (cf. es ex D 565) 
amnOev] προσηλθεν (non ita Eus**™) 
om avros c. Θ 28 565 Grg' Dack 
Eus?e™ 
43 και evfews| om ut vid. c. Θ fam! fam" 565 
700 D acff, k vg pesh arm 
αυτου] του ιησου 
ιουδας] add ἰσκαριωτης c. (Θ 700) ἴδηι! 
565 cf. D lat ΑΚΠ 
wy] ome. Θ fam® 700 SBCLDKTI al mu 
παρα τῶν APXLEPEWY καὶ τῶν γὙραμματεων 
Kat τῶν πρεσβυτερων] παρα των γραμμα- 
τεων και των φαρισαιων και πρεσβυτερων 
53 προς τον αρχιερεα] προς καιαφαν τον apxte- 
pea 6. pesh (τον αρχιερεα καιαφαν Θ 565 
fam® arm ΑΚΠῚ 
avtw| omc. Θ fam 565 SNLAD 
OL APXLEPELS και OL πρεσβυτεροι και OL Ypap- 
ματεις] ov ἀρχιερεις και Ypappares Kat 
πρεσβυτεροι c. (565) (ΑΠ ΚΠ) lat veg 
pesh arm 
60 om ets To μεσον 
61 exnpwral επηρωτησεν c. 8 565 700 F al 
avtov| add ex δευτερου c. Θ 565 fam® 
Kat λέγει autw| λεγων c. Θ 565 fam! 700 
62 εἰπεν] αποκριθεις Neyer c. O 565 (fam! 
fam!*) D arm sah 
eyo εἰμι] ov εἰπας οτι eyw εἰμι c. O 565 
fam! 700 arm 
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xiv. 63 διαρρηξας] add evews c. 565 700 (fam???) 
arm 
(407, 22) xv. 1 em ro πρωι] πρωι c. 8 565 NBCLD lat 
sah boh pesh 
ποιήσαντες] εποιησαν. .. kar 6. O (565) 
D acff, k Ξγγρϑῖβ μοὶ sah aeth 
γραμματεων] των γὙραμματεων c. O 565 
fam! SD sah 
amnveyxay| απηγαγον c. 8 565 fam! 
fam? (?) 700 DCGN, et add es τὴν 
αυλην ee. Dack fly 
τω πειλατωΐ om τω c. O 565 fam! 
NBCLAD al pauc 
(407, 25) 3 πολλα] add autos δε οὐδεν απεκρινατο c. O 
565 fam AUN ac sah syr™” arm aeth 


This list clearly shows that — as Streeter saw — after book 
x, and in quotations from Mark later than the middle of Mark 
xii, as is shown in the list given below, there is a change in the 
character of the text used. It suddenly becomes clearly iden- 
tical with that of family 6. That is to say, instead of consist- 
ently agreeing with NBCLA, it sometimes agrees with this 
group and sometimes with various ‘Western’ authorities, and 
in this oscillation it agrees with family 8. In his Commentary 
on Matthew, which was written later, Origen continued to use 
this text for the quotations from Mark throughout that gospel, 
not merely for Mark xi ff. After this there was no further 
change in the character of his quotations, but, so far as we can 
see, this text was the text which he used for the rest of his life. 

Griesbach thought that the variation in the type of text fol- 
lowed by Origen in his Commentary on John was due to a 
change in Mark xii in the character of the manuscript which he 
was using. His words— an admirable example of his lucidity 
and thoroughness— are worth quoting. He says in Part II 
of his Commentarius Criticus, pp. xxvii ff. 

Si scripta Origenis, quae graece supersunt, universim spectas, textus 
locorum Novi Test. in ipsis laudatorum consonat plerumque ad textum 


codicum Evangeliorum BCL et Paulinarum epistolarum ABC; qui omnes 
cum Alexandrinam repraesentent textus recensionem, consequitur, codicem, 
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quo fere utebatur Origenes, ad eandem recensionem fuisse conformatum. 

Ad eandem hance alexandrinam recensionem pertinebat etiam Evangelti 
Marci codex, qui praesto fut Origent commentarium in Loannis Evangelium 
scribenti. Docet id lectionum indiculus supra a me exhibitus et litera A 
insignitus. Sed paullo distinctius haec exponenda sunt. Nempe a) Origenes 
in commentario in Ioannem e capitibus Marci II. TI. IV. V. VII. VIII. 
XIII. et XVI. prorsus nullos, 6 capp. vero VI. IX. X. et XV. perpaucos, 
tandem e capp. I. ΧΙ. XII. et XIV. sat multos excitavit locos, cujus rei causa 
posita est potissimum in eo, quod major pars commentarii hujus interiit, 
Origenes autem tum demum laudare solet Marcum, ubi parallelos apud 
Ioannem locos tractat. ὃ) Codex Origenianus in capp. I. VI. TX. X. XI. (et 
probabiliter etiam in 11. TTI. IV. V. VII. VIII.) plane consonavit alexandrinis; 
inprimis memorabiles sunt capitis XI. versiculi 1-12 quos Origenes Opp. 
tomo 4, p. 181. integros excitat, et ita quidem, ut in ipsis adeo minutiis alex- 
andrinis libris BCL tantopere concinnat, ut hos ipsos ante oculos positos 
habuisse videre possit; contra vero c) in capp. XII. XIV. XV. (et fortasse 
etiam in XIII. et XVI.) exemplar, de quo hic loquimur, Origenianum non fuit 
pure alexandrinum, sed admixtas habuit lectiones non paucas occidentales 
aliasve. Itaque d) exemplar istud e duabus partibus fuerat conflatum, altera 
pure alexandrina, altera itidem quidem alexandrina, sed mixta. e) Quod ad 
lectiones attinet utrique recensioni communes, et in codicibus BCL aeque 
atque in D. 1. 13. 28. 69. obvias, hae in allegationibus Origenianis ei, quam 
quoquo loco potissimum sequitur Origenes recensioni ergo, in commentario in 
Ioannem, alexandrinae, in comment. autem in Matthaeum, occidentali, attri- 
buendae sunt. 


Streeter, however, explained the facts as entirely due to a 
change of residence on the part of Origen, rather than to a varia- 
tion in the manuscript used. But Griesbach’s observation is 
accurate. According to our collation the change comes in the 
middle of Mark xii. Everything after that point comes from 
the 0-text; nothing before it can be clearly shown to do so; and 
this is true of passages quoted by Origen after he has begun to 
use the 0-text of the later chapters of Mark, as well as before. 
The first clear instance of the 9-text in the Commentary on 
John is from Mk. xii. 41 on p. 306, but on p. 361 in quoting 
ΧΙ. 26 ff. there are six variants, one of them being in the 
Q-text; on p. 386 is a quotation from Mk. ix. 1 with three 
variants, two unattested, the other (εστηκοτων woe pro wée 
εἐστηκοτων) in fam’ pesh boh; and on p. 409 there is a variant 
in the quotation of Mk. i. 24, found in NLA, but not in any 
Caesarean Greek mss., though it is found in the Georgian, 
Armenian, and Eusebius, and on p. 561 there are two variants, 
neither of them with Caesarean support. 
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On the whole the evidence, though not enough to be con- 
clusive, suggests that Griesbach was at least partly right 
and that the change of text in the quotations from Mark in the 
commentary is to be explained as due to a difference in the text 
of Origen’s copy of Mark before and after the middle of chap- 
ter xii. But the quotations from Mark xiv in the earlier parts 
of the Commentary on John are not from the 0-text, so that 
Griesbach’s theory is not sufficient by itself. The truth is prob- 
ably a combination of Griesbach’s and Streeter’s theories; but 
it is perhaps impossible to reconstruct the situation in detail. 
In any case it is obvious from the following list that Origen 
afterwards found a copy which had the 0-text throughout and 
used it exclusively in his commentary on Matthew. 


(5) Quotations from Mark in the Commentary on Matthew 


(The references are to the pages of De la Rue’s edition.) 


(769 D) Mk. i. 2 εγὼ] om cod. unus c. Θ 28 565 Grg' BD 
lat Tren 
αποστέλλω αποστέλω (sed cod. unus 
αποστέλλω habet) c. O 


(540 D) 17 om γενεσθαι c. fam! fam 28 700 Grg? b 
pesh syr*!” aeth Eus 
(835 BC) iv. 1 παλιν ηρξατο] coepit iterum c. 565 Dab 
e aeth 
παρα την θαλ.] ad mare (= zpos την θαλασ- 
σαν) ec. Ὁ 


οχλος] populus (= Aaos?) c. D 
wore κ. τ. A.| ut intraret in navem et 
προς] secus (= παρα) c. fam! 
2 εν τη διδαχη αὐτοῦ] ome. bce (ef. εν 
παραβολαις λεγων Kat ἐλεγεν auToLs εν TH 
διδαχὴ αὐτου 28, apparently a confla- 


tion ) 
3 axovere] OM 6. Minn pauc 
om δου 
(835 D) 10 ore de] et cum (= καὶ ore) c. Θ 565 


SBCLAD lat vg 
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iv. 10 
(446 C) 30 
vi. 1 
(466 C) 5 
(479 C) 89 
(510 A) 
40 
(482 F) 45 
(494 C) vii. 4 
(494 Ὁ) 19 
(502 C) QA 
(560 A) ix. 3 


Q71 


eyevero| fuissent 

ηρωτησαν] interrogabant (= ἐπηρωτων) c. 

6 565 D (SABLA) ab 

περι. . . παραβολην] discipuli quae 

esset parabola haec c. Θ 565 28 fam™ 

Grg? Dabc ff, 

τινι] sic (contra NBCLA Grg') c. Grg? 

total τινι c. SBCLA boh 

παραβολὴ παραβαλωμεν] αὐτὴν παραβολὴ 
θωμεν c. NBCLA 28 Grg! 

ηλθε] sic c. 565 700 fam! fam™ ΑΠ al 
pler (contra NBCLAO syr®“ ™2) 


ποιησαι δυναμιν Cc. 565 


Ol 


δυναμιν ποιησαι] 
fam® (2) Ὁ 

αὐτοις avaxAwvat παντας] αὐτοις παντας 
(πασιν 479 C) ανακλιθηναι c. Θ 565 (cf. 
αυτοις ανακλιθηναι 700: avrots ανακλιθηναι 
παντας NBG fam! fam®) 

ava πεντηκοντα] OM ava 

προαγειν] mpoayew avrov c. Θ 565 fam! 
fam® 28 700 Ὁ 

προς] esc. Θ 565 fam! 28 700 

πολλα] τινα 

καθαριζον] καθαριζων c. Θ 565 fam! fam" 
28 NBLAEFGH etc. (contra KII etc). 
It is noteworthy that this cannot be 
a mistake in spelling; Origen says 
ἔλεγε ταυτα ο σωτὴρ καθαριζων παντα Ta 
βρωματα. 

απηλθεν] ηλθεν c. 565 700 28 Μ arm 

μεθορια] ορια c. Θ 565 fam! fam® 28 700 
NBLAD | 

Kat σιδωνος] om 8 565 28 DLA ab ff, 

Kal ταιματια αὐτου εΎενετο] γινονται Ta 
ιματια αὐτου 

στίλβοντα λευκα] AevKa και στίλβοντα cf. Θ 
565 

om λιαν c. A Ὁ g? aeth go Grg? 
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ix. 3 

(560 C) 6 
(596 C) 34, 
35 

36 

37 

(659 A) x. 13 
(664 D) 18 
(670 C) 20 
(713 A) 35 


(732 A and 735 C) 46 


(735 D) 47 
(734 A and D) 

(734 B) 49 
(734 D) 50 
(737 A) xi. 1 


ws χιὼν] ws to dws c. 48 (cf. Matth. 
xvil. 2) (cf. om ws χιων Grg!) 

λευκαναι] ovrws λευκαναι c. O 565 fam! 
28 Grg NBCLA 33 k ff, boh sah arm 
aeth 

AaAnon|] απεκριθη c. NS (ef. αποκριθη 565 
fam! 28 700 Grg BCLA 33 boh k) 

τις μειζωνΐ τις avTwy μειζων eore (cf. τις 
αὐτων μειζων γενηται O 565, τις avTwr 
μειζων en fam’ k ff. vg, τις μειζων γενη- 
ται avrwy D [boh aeth syr®“]) 

πρωτος εἰναι] mpwros γενεσθαι (cf. supra) 

αὐτο] om c. Θ 565 fam! 28 Grg”* arm 

αὐτων] των μαθήητων αὐτου 

OM τοιουτων 

παιδια] και βρεφὴη 

εἰς Ο θεος] sic sine o πατηρ cf. cit. in 
Comm. in Joh. 

εφυλαξαμην] εφυλαξα c. 28 DA Clem (cf. 
ἐποιησα 565 fam!) 

λεγοντες και λεγουσι c. Θ 565 D a (ef. 
et dixerunt Grg) 

epxovrat| epxerarc. D ab fly 

απο ιεριχω] εκειθεν c. 8 565 700 D a b ff, 

υιοςΪ ιδου o wos c. fam® 28 ¢ f | 

o τυφλος] τυφλος sine ο c. 124 NBLAD 

vatwpatos| vatapnvos c. Θ fam! BLA a b 
ck (ef. vatwpwwos 28, ναζορηνος D) 

o vos] νιος bis c. 69 DK, et we bis ec. Θ 
NBCLA (possibly the later quotations 
refer to vs. 48) 

ιησου] omc. 8 Grg L al pauc 

και φωνουσι Tov τυφλον] οι δε προσταχθεντες 
ειπον (cf. οἱ δε εἰπον τω τυφλω 565 [D]) 

αναστας] αναπηδησας c. 8 565 NBLAD lat 
syr'!™= boh 

εγγιζουσι] sic c. 8 565 700 ete (contra 
fam!*) 
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ΧΙ. 1 ιερουσαλημ] ιεροσολυμα c. Θ 565 fam! 


(744 B) 
(740 B) 


(744 Ὁ) 


(744 Ὁ) 


(762 D) 


(762 D and 763 A) 


(764 B) 


(763 A) 


(791 B) 


(764 B) 


10 


13 


14 


18 


21 


fam® 28 W SBCLAD 

ets βηθφαγὴη και βηθανιαν] και evs βηθανιαν 
ec. Dabffy (cf. εἰς βηθανιαν 700 k) 

κεκαθικεν] εκαθισε c. Θ 565 700 NBCLA 

τι ποιειτε TouTo| τι λυετε τον πωλον Cc. O 
565 700 fam® D a bff, arm (cf. om tot. 
comma fam! W Grg syr*!”) 

απηλθον δε και evpov| και απέλθοντες ευρον C. 
Θ ὅθδ 700 Grg D b f boh pesh 

Tov πωλον] πωλον c. fam! fam’ 565 700 
W BDALXTII ete 

εν ονοματι κυριου] om c. Θ 565 700 fam! 
fam® 28 W Grg NBCLAD etc 

ὡσαννα] εἰρηνη c. 28 700 W syr*” 

συκην] post μακροθεν c. W D 

μακροθενὶΐ amo μακροθεν c. O 565 700 28 
fam! fam! W Berl’ SBCLAD 

εἰ apa ευρησει] ws evpnowy τι 6. 8 565 700 
Grg? Berl’ af gq 

Kat ἐλθων] ἔλθων δε c. 565 Berl a ἔ οὐδεν 

evpev| και μηδεν evpwr c. 565 a q 

φυλλα] φυλλα μονον c. fam™® (28) 565 Ὁ 
700 W N 33 bc q aeth 

Katpos| o καιρος c. 700 W ἢ 

om o tnoous c. Θ 565 fam! fam! 28 700 
Grg SBDKII etc 

εκ σου εις τον αιωναΪ Els TOY αἰωνα EK σοὺ C. 
Θ 28 565 NBLCAD arm syr*™” 

gayo| ayn c. fam! fam? 28 W Ὁ 

OL Ypapmarers και ou apxtepers| ov apx. Kat 
οι yp. c. 8 565 fam! 28 700 W Grg 
NBLADAKTI ete 

απολεσουσι] απολεσωσι c. codd paene omn 

0 oxdos}] o Aaos c. 8 700 

Neyer] ειπεν c. Θ 565 700 Grg syr*!2 

om ραββει 

de] ιδου c. D 
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(774 E) 


(825 A) 
(829 C) 


(870 E) 


(893 F) 


(895 D) 
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ΧΙ 21 


Xl. 1 


QA 
Q7 


ΧΙ]. 27 


xiv. 6 


12 


13 


14 


eEnpavrat| εἕξηρανθη c. Θ 565 700 fam! LA 
33 D 

αμπέλωνα εφυτευσεν avOpwros| avOpwros τις 
εφυτευσεν αμπέλωνα c. O 565 fam® 
Grg” N pesh sah 

edores| γινωσκοντες c. D 

o θεος νεκρων] o θεος θεος νεκρων c. 8 fam® 
Grg* 33 al pauc 

επισυναξει] congregabunt c. LMF al arm 
ef. ἐπισυνστρεψουσι 28 

εκλεκτους αὐτου] OM avTov Cc. 565 28 fam! 
D lat 

τι auTn κοπους παρέχετε nolite 61 molesti 
esse c. ατρὶ @) 

καλὸν ep’yov] quoniam bonum opus (cf. 
καλὸν yap epyov c. 565 fam® 28 Grg 
NG syr?’™s boh arm) 

oT€ TO πασχα εθυον] quando pascha im- 
molabatur 

απέλθοντες] eamus et c. Grg 

ετοιμασωμεν] praeparemus tibi c. Θ 565 
Grg DA lat vg pesh 

gayns| manducemus 

αποστελλει] misit c. Grg 

μαθητων] ex discipulis c. Grg D lat vg 

και λέγει αὐτοις] dicens c. Θ 565 700 D a 
ff, sah 

Kat απαντήσει] et ingredientibus vobis 
occurret (cf. και εἰσελθοντων vw εἰς τὴν 
πολιν ἀπαντήσει O fam’ 565 28 Grg* 
arm) 

om ακολουθησατε avTw 

om οτι c. 700 lat pesh sah arm 

καταλυμα] add meum c. fam! fam 28 
Grg NSBCLAD al syr?“'™* arm 

TO πασχα μετα των μαθητων μου φαγω] cum 
discipulis meis manducem pascha c. 
565 (D) aff, 
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xiv. 14 peya εστρωμενον] stratum magnum c. 
(D lat) 
(909 D) 55 es το θανατωσαι] ut eum morti traderent 
c. 8 565 Grg D wa θανατωσουσιν (-wow 
565) 
56 εψευδομαρτυρουν] falsum testimonium di- 
xerunt (cf. efevdouaprupovy και ελεγον 
D) c. lat vg 
μαρτυριαι}] testimonia eorum c. Grg! 69 
sah boh pesh 
57 καὶ τινες] alii autem c. Θ 565 fam™ 700 
(cf. και αλλοι D k a fie; et alii quidam 
Grg’) 
εψευδομαρτυρουν λεγοντεςὶ falsum_ testi- 
monium dicebant c. d d ff, (cf. evevdo- 
μαρτυρουν και ἔλεγον κατ αὐτου D) 
58 καταλυσω] solvo c. AII* go 
οἰκοδομήσω] faciam 
(917 A) 61 χριστος] omc. Grg?* Ik 
(715 A) 62 καθημενον ex δεξιων] ex δεξιων καθημενον c. 
Θ 565 700 Grg' NBCLAD etc 
(928 F) xv. 39 εξ ἐναντίας αὐτοῦ] ibi c. Θ 565 D ni 
(iuxta eum Grg') 
ourws κραξας] clamans c. Θ 565 Grg 
o avOpwros ovros| hic homo ec. Θ 565 
NSBLAD 33 Καὶ n ff, boh pesh 


This list fully confirms Streeter’s view that Origen used the 
text of family 6. Moreover, unlike the evidence of the quota- 
tions in the Commentary on John (Lists 2, 3, and 4), it is quite 
homogeneous, and shows the same type of text throughout. 


(6) Quotations from Mark tn the Exhortation to Martyrdom 


(45, 18) Mk. iv. 16 om opows c. Θ 565 fam! fam? 28 700 Ὁ 
lat pesh arm 
17 om avrov c. Θ fam! fam® 28 565 700 arm 
evra] ἐπὰν 
σκανδαλιζονται] σκανδαλιζωνται 
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(46, 1) iv. 20 


(12,13) viii. 34 


3D 


36 


87 
(34, 15 and 81, 9) 38 


(34, 15) 


(9, 5) x. 18 
xii. 11 


(25,28) xiv. 36 


παραδεχονταιΪ αποδεχονται c. O 565 

ἕν ter] ἐν ter c. fam! fam™ 700 33 
EFGHRKTUV 

οστις] εἰ τις c. 565 700 NBC*LADsyr*«! 2 

lat arm 

ἐλθειν] ακολουθειν c. 8 565 700 fam! 28 
C*DX al mu lat aeth 

ψυχὴν αὐτου] εαυτου ψυχην c. B 

om τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτου 2° c. ἃ Ὁ 1 arm 

om ἐμοῦ και c. 700 ἃ Ὁ 1 n arm aeth 

om outros c. Θ 565 700 SBCLDKTI lat 
boh arm aeth 

yap] δε 

ανθρωπον] τον avOpwrov c. 8 DACII 

ῃ τι] τι γαρ c. 565 28 NBLA boh arm 

Om TaUT?H 

om αὐτου 

των αγιων ayyedwy C. Min. pauc 

Geos] θεος ο πατὴρ (see note on pp. 261 f.) 

αγαγωσι] aywouc. 8 565 700 NBLADKII 

προμεριμνατεῖὶ add μηδὲ προμέλετατε Ο. 
(Θ 565) 700 

ev εκεινη] εκεινὴ 

τουτο͵] exewo c. 565 fam® 28 k 

παντα δυνατα σοι] δυνατα σοι παντα (cf. 
δυνατα παντα σοι D 565) 

ποτήριον am ἐμου τουτο] ποτήριον τουτο απ 


ἐμου c. Θ 565 700 NBCLAAGXU arm 


No one will doubt that these variants show the same general 
agreement with family © which is characteristic of the quota- 
tions from Mark in the commentary on Matthew. There are, 
however, a somewhat large number of singular variants, which 
may be due, and in some cases almost certainly are due, to 
the textual history of the Exhortation to Martyrdom, but may 
also point to the conclusion suggested by the Berlin fragment, 
namely, that there are a certain number of Caesarean variants 
which have been eliminated by correction in all the extant mss. 


This content downloaded from 96.234.11.130 on Wed, 21 Aug 2013 22:43:37 PM 
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions 


CAESAREAN TEXT OF MARK ἢ 


It is also noteworthy that Origen repeats the characteristic 
Alexandrian variant (eos o πατηρ) in Mark x. 18. 


The whole evidence shows two points clearly, and suggests 
other possibilities. It is clear that (1) Origen used the Neutral 
text in the books of the Commentary on John which he wrote 
soon after his arrival in Caesarea; (2) in his later writings he 
used the text of family 0. It is possible that he used either the 
Neutral text or the text of family © while in Alexandria; there 
is not enough evidence to settle the point, but what there is 
somewhat favors family ©. There is also one striking variant 
which would connect his text with that used by Clement of 
Alexandria. Thus, so far as the evidence of Origen is concerned, 
there is no reason to suppose that he used the Neutral text in 
Alexandria, and then abandoned it, or was unable to find it, in 
Caesarea. On the contrary, it is certain that he used the Neu- 
tral text during his first years in Caesarea, and it is quite 
doubtful whether he ever had used it before. Moreover the 
possibility cannot be entirely excluded that he used the text 
of family 6 in Alexandria, just as he did later on in Caesarea 
when he was fully settled down after his rather hurried depar- 
ture from Alexandria. If so, it follows that although the usage 
of Origen and Eusebius — typically Caesarean writers — justi- 
fies us In giving the name Caesarean to the text of family 9, it 
may be only because Origen brought it to Caesarea, not be- 
cause he found it there; in that case the text which he found in 
Caesarea was the Neutral text. 

Finally, it is perhaps desirable to reiterate the warning pre- 
viously given, that these conclusions are based only on a study 
of the text of Mark. The facts may prove to be entirely differ- 
ent in the other gospels. 


Eusebius 


The quotations in Eusebius from the gospel of Mark are 
chiefly found in the Demonstratio Evangelica and in the 
Syriac Theophania. The tables which follow give the quota- 
tions from Mark in these two books collated with the Textus 
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Receptus. They prove beyond doubt that the text used by 
Eusebius in writing these books was the same as that found in 
a slightly corrupt form in family 6. 

The quotations from the Theophania are of the same general 
character as those in the Demonstratio. It is of course ante- 
cedently probable that the translator was influenced by exist- 
ing Syriac versions, but the date of the manuscript (411 a.p.) 
precludes the possibility that he was influenced by the Peshitto. 
For further discussion of this point see p. 321. 


(1) Quotations from Mark in the Demonstratio Evangelica 
(The references are to the pages and lines of the Berlin edition.) 


(416, 5) Mk. i. 2 wdov . . . ἐμπροσθεν cov] sic 
(417, 8) 4 ev Tn epnuw βαπτιζων c. Θ 28 700 D lat vg 
pesh Cyr 
ιεροσολυμιται παντες Cc. 565 Grg* NBLA 33 
D lat boh arm syr*™ Orig 
um αὐτου ante ev Tn ιορδανη c. Grg NBL 33 
lat vg arm 
om ποταμω c. 8 28 565 700 DW pesh Orig 
(418, 34) 13 om exe c. Θ (fam) NBALD 33 lat vg 
boh aeth Orig 
τεσσαράκοντα nuepas hoc ordine c. Grg 
NBLW 33 lat vg boh aeth Orig 
add και τεσσαρακοντα vuxras c. fam LM 
33 c ff? g' vg boh syr®!™ aeth Orig 


(141, 17.22) 17 ακολουθειτε μοι pro οπισω pov 
om γένεσθαι c. fam! fam’ 28 700 Grg? Ὁ 
pesh syr*” aeth Orig 
(263, 37) 24 οιδα] οιδαμεν c. Grg? SLA boh arm aeth 
Orig 
(454, 24) iv. 34 παντα] aravrac. A 


(451, 19) xiv. 10 om o ante ιουδας c. 28 NBLAD etc 
avrov παραδω c. fam!’ SBCLA 
habet αυτοις (cf. infra) 
(461, 27) om αὑτοις c. 8 28 565 Grg! D ack Orig 
(451, 22) 11 om ακουσαντες c. Dac ff? ik 
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(451, 19) 
(127, 32 ff.) 


(480, 14) 
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xIV. 11 avrov εὐκαιρως c. BNABCLMA acfk vg 


66 


67 


68 


69 


το 


{ 


xv. 29 


ol 


om κατω c. 565 fam™ Grg DI syr*™ ac 
sah boh Eus*® 

epxerat| add προς avrov c. 8 D ac ff? (k) 
Eus*beo 

tov metpov| avrov c. fam! fam 565 700 
Grg c syr® pesh arm Eus‘*® 

του vat. unoov nodal ιησου του vat. noba 
hoc ordine c. DA lat vg arm aeth syr®@ 

ναζαρηνου] ναζωραιου c. ΘΔ Grg! arm ff? 

no0a| ys fam! fam™ 565 700 W 

οὐκ. . . οὐδε] oure . . . ovrec. O W 565 
fam! 700 Grg' SBD 

εξω εἰς TO προαυλ.] ets τὴν e&w Tpoaur. c. O 
(fam! 565 700 W) Grg? syr™" arm 
Eus theo 

προαυλιον] προαυλιν ec. O fam™® (αυλην 
fam! W) 

Kat ἡ παιδισκὴ ἰδουσα αὐτον παλιν ηρξατοΐΪ 
παλιν δε ιδουσα αὐτον ἡ παιδισκὴ ἡρξατο C. 
Θ 565 700 Ὁ c ἔκ vg arm syr* Eus* 

παρεστηκοσι] παρεστωσι Θ NBLAKTI ete 

om οτι (οτι και Θ fam® 700 ατρ ἢ ἃ 
pesh arm aeth, καὶ sine οτι syr*!”) 

npvetto| ἡρνήησατο c. 565 fam! fam 700 
W Grg Δ GMNX lat sah boh syr®? 
arm 

om καὶ ἡ Aadta σου ομοιαζει c. fam! 565 
700 Grg NBCLD lat sah boh βυυ 
(non pesh arm) 

ex devrepou| evfews ex δευτερου Θ fam" (565) 
W Grg ἢ G (et evdus ex ὃ. B) lat vg 
pesh arm aeth (non Eus*°) 

παραπορευομενοι] παραγοντες c. Ὁ 

οἰκοδομων add αὐτον 

καταβα] καταβηθι c. fam! 

om de c. paene omn 

προς αλληλουςΪ εἰς αλληλους c. 8 565 Ὁ 
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xv. 32 


(474, 8) 33 
84 


35 


(388, 8) 38 


(474, 31) xvi. 2 


πιστευσωμενὶ add avrw c. Θ fam! fam® 
700 Grg DFGH lat sah pesh arm 

oAnv την ynv| oAns της yns ec. 8 D 

τη wpa τὴ evvatn| τη ενατη wpa 6. 8 fam! 
fam (565) Grg SBLDF pesh aeth 

ἔλωι ἐλωι] ηλι nace. 8 565 Dcik arm 

Nappa] λεμα c. NCLA al (Aaua BDO 
fam! Grg* arm) 

o θεος μου o θεος μου] o Geos o θεος μου C. 
OAKTI ete 

με εγκατελιπες] εγκατελιπες pe c. 124 Greg 
NBL boh 

των παρεστηκοτων ακουσαντεοὶ των ακου- 
σαντων 

ιδου] omc. Θ Dc k pesh 

exxic6n| eppayn c. Grg (cf. rendering in 
xiv. 63) 

της plas] τη μια c. 8 fam! 565 (W) NBLA 
33 boh 

σαββατων] των σαββατων c. Θ 565 fam® 
WNBLAK 33 

ανατειλαντος] ere ανατείλαντος ec. O fam! 
565 W Grg? ΚΠ 

ex] απο ο. 8 fam’ WCD 

μνημειου] add hoc loco nv yap μεγᾶας 
σφοδρα cc. 8 565 D eff? n 

και αναβλεψασαι. . . AvOos] Kat ἐρχονται 
και ευρισκουσιν αὑὐτον αποκεκυλισμενον C. 


Θ 565 Dc ff? n (sed αποκεκ. tov λιθον 


pro avrov αποκεκ.) 


(2) Quotations from Mark in the Theophania 


(An obelus indicates readings not found in the Demonstra- 
tio. The references to the text are from Lee’s edition, and 
those to the translation from Gressmann’s edition in the Ber- 


lin corpus.) 
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(Text 204, 8.10 f.) Mk.i.17 om γενεσθαι] (note ‘catchers of 


(Transl. 251, 25. 30) 


men’ here and in Georgian, rather 
than ‘fishers’) c. fam! fam 28 700 Grg 
b syr*” pesh aeth Eust™ 


(Text 200, 1-9) xiv. 66 πετρου] Simon ec. pesh (non syr*!”) 


(Transl. 247, 12-23) 


67 


68 


69 


70 


om xarw c. 565 fam Grg DI syr®*" ac 
ff? sah boh Eus**™ 

ερχεται] tvéenit 

ερχεται] add ad eume. Θ D ac ff? (k) 
Euste™ 

apxvepews| fTprincipum sacerdotum 

Tov πετρονὶ eum c. fam! fam™® 565 700 
Grg c pesh syr®” arm Eus?™ 

Neve] tadd ei c. syr*" pesh boh aeth 

μετα του ναζαρηνου ιησου ησθα] tcum Jesu 
fuisti Nazareno c. δὲ syr*'” pesh 

o δεῖ jet ille 

Aeywr] tet dixit c. syr®" pesh Grg arm 

ef εἰς TO προαυλιον] in atrium externum 
c. © 565 700 fam’ fam® arm Grg? 
ΠΣ ΣΝ Euste™ 

Kat ἡ παιδισκὴ ἰδουσα αὐτον παλιν ηἡρξατο] 
et rursus vidit eum ancilla et coepit c. 
6 565 700 D cf k vg arm syr** Eus?®™ 

τοις παρεστηκοσι] Tstantibus 

ort] fet quia cf. οτι καὶ fam! fam™ Grg D 
acff pesh arm aeth; et (pro ort) 
syr*™; om ort Eus?™ 

o be] et ille c. Grg? Κα 

npveiro| negavit c. fam! fam 565 700 
Grg Eus*™ A etc lat sah boh syr°™ 
arm 

ἐλεγον] fdixerunt c. L c ff? 

mweTpw| TOimoni 

και ἡ λαλια ομοιαζει] om c. fam! 565 
Grg Eus*™ SBCLD lat sah boh 


syr®" (non pesh arm) 
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xiv. 71 ομνυειν] tdicere c. D q (cf. execrari et 
jurare et dicere arm) 
72 ex devrepov adrextwp edwryce] fcecinit gal- 
lus secunda vice 


The patristic evidence adduced in the preceding paragraphs, 
especially that of Eusebius, proves that the method followed 
in the Tables (pp. 213-246) gives a reasonably accurate presen- 
tation of the text used in Caesarea in the third century. 

The text of Origen and Eusebius confirms the theory that our 
existing manuscripts have been corrected in varying ways by 
later texts. It will be seen that the text quoted by them is 
found sometimes in one, sometimes in another of the witnesses 
which have been examined. Moreover these witnesses agree 
with the quotations in approximately the same way that our 
Tables had led us to expect. Θ 565 700 and the Georgian ver- 
sion stand out as distinctly more important than the others. 
Each of the inferior Mss., tested by the standard of Origen and 
Eusebius, is occasionally right against generally better members 
of the family, but a text based on Θ 565 700 Grg alone would 
probably represent the text of Caesarea at the end of the third 
century almost as well as a text based on the Latin manuscripts 
a Ὁ i ff? would represent the European Old Latin text used in 
the century before Jerome. In producing such texts the editor 
would be obliged to give alternative possibilities in his margin. 


The text of Mark xw. 66-72a as gwen in Eusebius, 
Demonstratio Evangelica, p. 127. 


The degree of accuracy actually reached by our tabular 
method will appear different to different minds; therefore as a 
‘control experiment’ we have taken the longest single quotation 
from Mark made by Eusebius and printed it with an apparatus 
giving the evidence for the variants in which Eusebius’ quota- 
tion differs from the Textus Receptus. This method of pre- 
sentation shows more clearly how far a text reconstructed by 
our methods would be corroborated by Eusebius, and how much 
variation within the family may reasonably be expected. The 
quotation as found in Eusebius runs as follows: 
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66 


67 


68 


69 
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Mark xiv. 66—-72a 


(66) και ovros του Πετρου ev rn αὐλὴ ερχεται προς avTov μια 
των παιδισκων του αρχιερεως (67) καὶ ἰδουσα αὐτον θερμαινο- 
μενον εμβλεψασα αὐτω λεγει᾽ και ov μετα ἴησου του Ναζωραιου 
ns. (68) ο δε ηρνησατο λεγων᾽ ουτε οἰδα ουτε επισταμαι τι συ 
λεγεις. και εξηλθεν εἰς τὴν e&w προαυλιν και αλεκτωρ εφωνησεν. 
(69) παλιν δε ιδουσα avrov ἡ παιδισκη ἡρξατο λεγειν τοις παρε- 
στωσιν᾽ ovtos εξ αὐτων ἐστιν. (70) ο δε παλιν ηρνησατο. Kat 
μετα μικρον παλιν οἱ παρεέστωτες ἔλεγον τω Πετρω αληθως εἕ 
αὐτων εἰ, καὶ yap Γαλιλαῖος ει. (71) ο δε ηρξατο αναθεματιζειν 
και ομννειν οτι οὐκ οιδα τον avOpwroy τουτον ον λέγετε. (72) Kat 
evdews εκ δευτερου αλεκτωρ εφωνησεν. 


του 1° ce. ς] om 700 W 

ev Tn αὐλη c. 565 fam Grg DI al pauc a ς ff, sah boh syr*”: 
κατω ev tn avn ONBCLU pesh arm: ev τὴ αὐλη κατω 
fam! ¢ 

προς avrov c. 8 700 D ac fi, Καὶ q: om 565 fam! NB ete ς 

avrov c. 565 fam! fam 700 Grg syr*" c pesh arm: τὸν 
πετρον ONB etc ς 

καὶ auc. ςἾΪ και ει ov 565, και eov 565°" 

inoov του ναζωραιου c. Grg? D (vafapnvov) A (του ιησου) lat 
hel aeth arm: τοὺ vafapnvov ιησου fam! 565 Grg! ¢: του 
vatwpatov noba του ιησου ONB ete 

ns c. 565 700 fam! fam! W: ησθα ONB etc ς 

oure 1° c. 8 565 700 Grg' WNBDL: οὐκ fam! ¢ 

ovre 2° c. 8 565 700 fam! fam” Grg WNBDL: οὐδε > 

τι συ 6. o: ov τι W fam! 565 SBCLANU 33 

εἰς τήν ew προαυλιν c. Θ (W fam!) fam™ Grg arm: εἰς To ew 
προαυλιον 565: εἰς τὴν e&w προαυλιον 700: εἰς την e&w αὐλην 
W ἔδυ": ef εἰς το προαύλιον > 


παλιν. .. παιδισκη c. 8 565 700 D lat arm: και ἡ παιδισκὴ 
ἰδουσα avrov παλιν ατρὶ fam! ¢: om παλιν W 

παρεστωσιν c. Θ 565 NBCIKLAII* al plur!?: παρεστηκοσι W 
700 ς 

outros] οτι καὶ ovros 8 565 700 fam® a ὁ ff, pesh arm aeth: 
ort και avtos 1): ori ovros fam! Grg ¢ 
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70 ηρνησατο c. 565 700 W fam! fam® Grg FGMNXA: npvero 
ONB ete ¢ 
παρεστωτες C. 6: περιεστήκοτες W: περιεστωτες fam! Grg! G 
εἰ sine addit. c. 565 fam! 700 Grg NBCLAD lat sah boh 
syr™": add καὶ ἡ λαλια σου ομοιαζει Θ ς 
7] ομννειν c. ς: ομνυναι 700 
72 ευθεως c. Θ W 565 700 fam?®: εὐθυς NBL: om fam! ¢ 


The text of Husebius agrees with the Caesarean family against 
the Textus Receptus with the support of NBD 3 times, of 8B 
2 times, D 3 times without other major support. This corre- 
sponds closely to the general character of the Caesarean text. 

Furthermore the apparatus shows that, with two exceptions, 
every reading in which Eusebius departs from the Textus Re- 
ceptus is found in the Greek mss. of the Caesarean family. Of 
_ these two exceptions one is probably accidental, the other, by 
a curious accident of transmission, is found in G?. In addition, 
one variant where the Textus Receptus and Eusebius are in 
agreement occurs in 565 (και εἰ ov in vs. 67), but is almost 
certainly a mistake, and another of like character in 700 (ομνυ- 
ναι in vs. 71), but four other readings require some comment. 
(a) In vs. 66, the omission of του, found in 700 W, may be acci- 
dental and is scarcely important. (0) In vs. 68, ov τι for τι ov, 
found in 565 W fam! and in NBCLA 33, may well be the right 
reading. (c) In vs. 69, the reading of Eusebius (ovros without 
οτι) iS unique; but Θ 565 700 fam" read ort καὶ ovros, which is 
also without support in any major Greek manuscript (though 
D reads ort και avros), and since this reading is indicated in the 
Theophania of Eusebius, we should certainly edit it as the 
Caesarean text, regarding the variant in the Demonstratio as 
merely accidental. (d) In vs. 70, περιεστωτες (for παρεστωτες) is 
read in fam! and the Georgian, and is virtually supported by 
W (περιεστηκοτες). 80 that it is conceivable that this is the true 
Caesarean text. 

Turning to individual manuscripts, a study of the support 
given to Eusebius by the various manuscripts of the Caesarean 
family yields the following results. The total number of vari- 
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ants from the Textus Receptus in this passage of Eusebius is 
fourteen. In these 14 cases the Eusebian reading is supported by 


O00 sacaateduiweneaewmabeucssads 10 times 
(OO. gue btn eesie eel etiennogess 9 « 
COOP AN ne 42ens2egn dear eoeuines 8 “ 
ον 7 « 
WW aivoae Gonwtew not ws cue aceocane 6 « 
ΤῊ; 1G 6 ςςνωνυ ας ενώ ει ωαν Ἴ ὦ 
ἴδηι. 1..... «νον νυν ννν nem east 6 “ 
Ὁ, πε ε er oe a ἀπ σα Ἐπ 0. “ 


It will be seen that except in the case of 28, which seems to 
have changed its character, these figures correspond with con- 
siderable accuracy to those obtained (see above, p. 253) when 
the Caesarean text is reconstructed by the elimination of read- 
ings found in the Textus Receptus. There is only one variant 
which is not found in one of the group 565 © Georg, and though 
8 comes out of the statistics for this short passage less well than 
out of those for the longer stretch of three chapters, and the 
Georgian and 700 come out a little better, 565 appears, as else- 
where, to be the best single witness. 

We submit that in view of the accidents of transmission in 
the text of a patristic writing for which we have no manuscripts 
earlier than the tenth century this is a closer agreement between 
the text of Eusebius and the family manuscripts than we had 
any right to expect. 
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Ill. Tue EvipEncre oF THE ORIENTAL VERSIONS 


1. The Georgian Version 


In such study of the Georgian Bible as has hitherto been 
made, more attention has been devoted to the Old Testament 
than to the New Testament. The chief reason for this is that 
for the Old Testament we possess the ancient and fairly com- 
plete Athos manuscript, written in the year 978,' and that 
upon it the interest of scholars has concentrated.2, The New 
Testament has hardly been touched; the only detailed discus- 
sion which has yet appeared in print is Εἰ. C. Conybeare’s study 
of the text of Acts and of the Pauline epistles.? It has been 
shown that in both the Old and New Testaments the Georgian 
translation belongs fundamentally to the northern Oriental 
group of versions, and is especially close to the Armenian and 
the Syriac, but that it has also been subjected to direct Greek 
influence. Up to the present time the gospels have been but 
little studied, but reason has been shown for concluding that 
they were not translated by the same writers who worked on 


1 This is the Athos Codex Iveron No. 1; first described in detail by A. A. Tsagareli, 
CabyabuHia 0 WaMATHHKAaXS ΓΡΥΒΗΗΘΚΟΙ WucbMeHHOcTH. Bemycrs I, CIIb. 1886, 
pp. 1ff.; ef. also N. Marr, 1355. nobsyKu wa Acoust. sKypHanb Muuuctepctsa 
Hapoguaro IIpocsbujenia, 1899, March, T. 322, pp. 1 ff., and Th. D. Zordania, 
OnucaHie rpy3HHCKHxb pyKonucei Tudaucckaro Ilepxopkaro Mysea Hapta- 
gimHo-HaxetuncKaro JlyxoBeuctBa, τι 1 (Tiflis, 1902 r.), pp. 35-41, with Blake’s 
remarks in Harvard Theological Review, XIX, 1926, pp. 285-286. A detailed de- 
scription of the ms. will shortly be published in this Review. 

2 The chief studies of the Old Testament in Georgian are from the pen of N. Y. Marr 
in the series entitled 3ambTKu 0 CBAUICEHHOMy IMcaHlio ApeBHUXb apMAHS Η 
peBHUX'S rpy3uH (XpucriancKiit Boctors, 2 (1914), 163-179, 263-274; 3 (1915) 
249-262; 4 (1916) 229-245); particularly important is his article: Du‘miag3uHcKit 
parMeHTS WpeBHe-rpy3suHcKou Bepciu Berxaro 3aBbra, ibid., 2 (1914), 378-388; 
cf. also R. P. Blake, ‘Ancient Georgian Versions of the Old Testament,’ Harvard The- 
ological Review, XIX, 1926, pp. 271-297. 

3 In particular Conybeare’s study, ‘The Growth of the Peshitt4 Version of the New 
Testament, illustrated from the Old Armenian and Georgian Versions,’ in American 
Journal of Theology, I, 1897, pp. 883-912, and also, ‘The Georgian Version of the New 
Testament,’ in Zeitschrift f. ἃ. neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, XI, 1910, pp. 232-249, 
and ‘The Old Georgian Version of Acts,’ ibid., XII, 1911, pp. 131-140; further biblio- 
graphy is given by J. H. Ropes, The Text of Acts (The Beginnings of Christianity, 
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the other books of the Bible.‘ The extant complete manu- 
scripts of the Old Georgian New Testament, which were writ- 
ten before the eleventh century, are numerous.® In all cases 
there seems to be a separate manuscript tradition for the 
gospels and the Pauline writings, and until modern times they 
are never found bound together. Revelation, which, strictly 
speaking, never became canonical among the Georgians,° 
seems to have been first translated by St. Euthymius the 
Athonite (circa 978 a.p.),’ and is connected with the Greek 
branch of the tradition and not with the Oriental.* The first 
version of the gospels and of the New Testament in general 
must go back to the very beginning of Christianity in Georgia.® 


4 This point is especially emphasized by R. P. Blake in the article cited in note 2. 
especially pp. 288, 290 ff. 

5 We give a partial list below (note 21), without making any pretensions to com- 
pleteness. | 

6 This point is very interesting, and forms a striking contrast to the Greek tradition. 

7 We possess two old ass. of this translation, which is noted among the works of 
Euthymius in his vita (P. Peeters, Histoires monastiques géorgiennes, Bruxelles, 
1923, pp. 8 ff.). Both of them belong to the 10th century, and must very probably 
have been copied from the archetype. The first is No. 1346 of the Society of History 
and Ethnography in Tiflis, which was written on the Bithynian Olympus in the mon- 
astery of Kranion in the year 978. This ms. was formerly in the monastery of Shio- 
Mghwimé (see Bibliographie analytique des ouvrages de M. F. Brosset, St. Petersburg, 
1887, col. 292). The ms. is by the same hand as the Athos Apostolos (Tsagareli, No. 11, 
Cabybuia I, pp. 76 f.) from which Conybeare published the fragments of Acts (above, 
note 3). Conybeare ascribes the Athos ms. to the 13th century; its real date is 
965. Euthymius is mentioned in the Tiflis ms., but without any title. The date of 
the ms. has caused some question, as it does not fit in with the customary chronology 
of the saint’s life, but this latter needs rectification, as K. Kekelidze has shown 


(PANINOEO COPQGMPHAGob obHaQGoo I, AQo@wodbo, 1993, pp. 183-184). 
The text on which the version rests is derived from that of the commentary of Andreas 
of Caesarea (which follows the text in the Ms.), and is a late type (as Mr. H. C. Hoskier 
kindly informs us). Photographs of this Ms. are in the J. P. Morgan collection of ms. 
photographs at Harvard. The second ms. is No. 397 of the Ecclesiastical Museum at 
Tiflis (Zordania, Onucanie 1, pp. 392-395). The text is of the same type, as Blake 
has determined from personal observation. A series of late (18-19th century) copies 
also exist at Tiflis, also a ms. of an earlier date on Mt. Sinai (No. 85 = 90, Tsagareli, 
cf. his Cabybuia I, p. 97). Another type of text is contained in the printed text of 
the Moscow Bible, but its textual affiliation has not been studied. 

8 This is due presumably to Armenian influence. See F. C. Conybeare, The Ar- 
menian Version of Revelation, London, 1907, pp. 61 ff. 

® A detailed study of the sources and tradition, both Georgian and extraneous, is 


given in the recent article of K. Kekelidze, g>?GM39@ors θωήοοδοῦ J0939@0 
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Some recent discoveries have thrown unexpected light on the 
earlier history of the Georgian gospels and have added a new 
and interesting chapter to the history of Georgian literature. 
At about the same time Professors I. A. Djavakhishvili and 
R. P. Blake became interested in a Georgian-Hebrew palimpsest 
fragment which had been published many years earlier by P. 
K. Kokovtsov.!° He had deciphered the Hebrew text from the 
photograph, but the Georgian under-writing was not legible. 
Blake found the original at Oxford and began to study it 
with reference to its biblical text," while Djavakhishvili was 
led to investigate the photograph in Kokovtsov’s article in 
searching for manuscript evidence to attest certain peculiar 
forms of Georgian letters which he had observed in the oldest 
Georgian inscriptions.’2 Meantime Professor A. G. Shanidze 
had been studying these inscriptions, and had called attention 
to certain dialectal peculiarities which appeared in them.” 
When Djavakhishvili and Blake set to work to decipher the 


text, they discovered that it was written in a new dialect, or 


LHEGH0N& -JOQLQ@agoyGo boZgombg60, IoIEIbow@sg@~o 1 
(QHRo@obo 1926), pp. 1-53, now published also in German, Morgenland, Heft 18, 
Leipzig, 1928. An earlier critical study by 0 . X93>60d30@0, d39@0 jo- 
ANNO bsobH/\aGo~m I§gG@mmso? (Tiflis, 1921), pp. 73-91. Other liter- 
ature in K. Kekelidze, JoOney@o MOH]VOHAOob obHaGoo I, pp. 569 f., 
and A. von Harnack, Mission und Ausbreitung des Christentums, 1902, pp. 470 f. 

10 The photograph was received by Professor N. Marr with no name on the cover 
of the package, but it subsequently transpired that it had been sent to him by F. C. 
Conybeare. The photograph was not perfectly clear as far as the Georgian text is 
concerned, and the Hebrew text, which belongs to the Jerusalem Talmud, was pub- 
lished by P. K. Kokovtsov, to whom Marr turned it over, in the 3anucku Bocrounaro 
Ornbuenia Pyccxaro Apxeouoruueckaro OOmectsa, vol. XI, 1899, pp. 195-205, 
and p. 413 note. A brief description of it is given in A. Neubauer and A. H. 
Cowley, Catalogue of the Hebrew mss in the Bodleian Library, vol. II, Oxford, 1906, 
under No. 2672 (col. 74). 

1 Tt is also listed as ms. Georgian 2. 

20.5. Rog.bodZ0@0, sbeo@ oMdafhygbo~o YAIZqQ~@ gbO JoG- 
ON@O Lge@obsfgGgoo0 cs domo dbodgbg@~ads dggbog@gQdobs 
0305 (PobsbfrGo dIagbgbygd> bodgdgdobs cs byGsmgd0b @o- 
©0300). Bulletin de l'Université de Tiflis II (Tiflis, 1922-23), pp. 313-391, with 
15 plates. 

3 5.a.dobodg, sydgqg@gbo sGmQwo HgJbOgoob smImbgbob 
8°03 Bulletin de l'Université de Tiflis II, pp. 392-424. 


This content downloaded from 96.234.11.130 on Wed, 21 Aug 2013 22:43:37 PM 
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions 


CAESAREAN TEXT OF MARK 289 


perhaps it would be safer to say, it contained forms which dif- 
fered radically from those met with in most Old Georgian manu- 
scripts, but which were akin to those found in the oldest in- 
scriptions." This discovery led to further investigations. Blake, 
inspired by a reference in J. O. Wardrop’s 15 Catalogue of Geor- 
gian Manuscripts in the British Museum, examined the Genizah 
fragments at Cambridge,’* and found among them three more 
fragments of the same manuscript as the Oxford leaf; an- 
other probable fragment is in the British Museum. Dyjava- 
khishvili studied the Tiflis palimpsests, where he brought to 
light and published about twenty leaves with texts of the new 
type.” His new texts were all biblical in character, from both 
Testaments, with the exception of a fragment of a book of 
apocryphal Acts of the Apostles.1* To these codices and their 


4 Djavakhishvili, |bG@>5¢0 sWIEH.gbo~o HdQg~@Abo JOD wo by~o- 
69§96 960, pp. 317 ff. 

16 F, C. Conybeare and J. O. Wardrop, Catalogue of the Armenian and Georgian 
mss in the British Museum, London, 1913, p. 406. 

16 In connection with this our thanks are due to Professor F. C. Burkitt, who gath- 
ered together the scattered material before Blake’s arrival and aided in identifying 
the vagrant and elusive passages. The manuscript fragments in question are in the 
Taylor-Schechter collection in the Cambridge University Library, Nos. 12, 183 and 12, 
741; and contain Jeremiah 12, 10-17 and 27, 26-28, 6. They unquestionably belong to 
the same manuscript as the Bodleian leaf, which, though bought in Jerusalem, came 
from Cairo. 

17 Exactly how many leaves in this dialect have survived in the Tiflis Mss. is not 
quite clear from Djavakhishvili’s somewhat inconsistent statements; see N. A. Hencko 
in the article cited below, note 51, p. 369. Some recent discoveries of A. G. Shanidze 
have increased the scope of khanmeti literature considerably. A number of bits from 
John Chrysostom have come to light (from the readings for Lent), and furthermore the 
former Sinai ms. No. 9 (Tsagareli, Cabytuia II, pp. 57-58), which is now in the 
University Library of Graz, proves to be a fragment of a khanmeti lectionary. Shanidze 
has published the Chrysostom fragments under the title bobdg@o 0 Bo{Q0er 0930 
in Bulletin de ]’Université de Tiflis, VII (1926), 98-159, and is publishing the other 
document in facsimile. 

18 The texts published by Djavakhishvili contain the following passages: 


(a) Old Testament 


(1) Gen. 9, 11-14. 17-19 Hist. Eth. 999, f. 85%-877 
(2) Prov. 9, 1-4 ibid. f. 141°, f. 1447 
(3) Jer. 27, 26-27; 28, 2-8 Oxford leaf 
(b) New Testament 
(1) Matt. 6, 31-34 Hist. Eth. 999 
ἡ, 1-15 122%-128', 139%-134', 1277-135", 185°-1387, 139'-v 
7, 4-16 Eccl. Mus. 844, f.? 
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significance for the biblical text we shall return below. Though 
the exact date of the fragments is for the moment a matter of 
acrimonious controversy, they are certainly older than any 
extant complete Georgian manuscript of the Old or New 
Testament. 

Georgian gospel manuscripts fall into three distinct groups, 
the second of which may in turn be subdivided into two sec- 
tions. They are discussed in order of age: 

1. The Adysh Gospels,!® written at Satberd in Tao-Klard- 
160 1ἃ in the year 897, is the second oldest dated Georgian man- 
uscript now extant.”° It differs greatly from all other Georgian 
manuscripts of the gospels in style and language, and to some 
extent in readings. For its history readers may be referred to 
Blake’s edition of the text of Mark, published in the Patrologia 
Orientalis, 1928, where the facts are given in detail. There is 
no doubt that the text of the newly discovered dialectal frag- 
ments described above is closely related to this codex. 

In the following discussion and tables the Adysh Gospels are 
referred to either by the symbol ‘Ad.’ or by ‘Georgian! (G?).’ 

2. The second group comprises a series of manuscripts, be- 
longing for the most part to the tenth century and almost 
without exception written in capitals. Of these only two have 


(2) Mk. 9, 43-50 ibid., f. 42% 
(3) Lk. 2, 18-23 ibid. 
6, 31-32. 34 Eccl. Mus. 89, p. 790 
11, 42-44 Eccl. Mus. 844, f. 88 
15, 22-28 Eccl. Mus. 844, f. ? 
19, 1-8 Hist. Eth. 999, f. 128%, 130"-131" 
19, 43-47; 20, 1 Eccl. Mus. 844, f. ? 
(4) Jn. 21, 7-17 Eccl. Mus. 844, f. ? 
Acta Petri seu Pauli Eccl. Mus. 737, pp. 330, 339, 322 


19 The literature on this Ms. is given by R. P. Blake in ‘The Old Georgian Version 
of the Gospel of Mark,’ Patrologia Orientalis, t. XX, fasc. 3, Paris, 1928, Introduction, 
pp. 439 ff. 

20 The oldest is the Sinai Ms. of the year 864; see below, p. 372, note 64. 

1 The following partial list makes no pretense to completeness: 

(1) The Adysh Gospels (a.p. 897) at Adysh in Svanetia. Phototypic edition by 
E. Takaishvili (MAK, Bsirycr 14, Moscow, 1916). 

(2) The Opiza Gospels (a.p. 913) at Iveron on Mt. Athos. See N. Marr, Ms3% no- 
bsyKu Ha Acoust, SHMHII 322 (March, 1899), pp. 13-15. Used by BeneSevié in 
his edition of the text of Matthew and Mark. 

(3) The Djrué Gospels (a.p. 936). Now in Tiflis. See M. Brosset, Bibl. Analytique, 
col. 307. 


This content downloaded from 96.234.11.130 on Wed, 21 Aug 2013 22:43:37 PM 
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions 


CAESAREAN TEXT OF MARK 291 


been the subject of thorough study: the Opiza manuscript 
(913 a.p.) and the Tbet’ manuscript (995 a.p.).22_ These form 
the basis of the only critical edition of the Georgian gospels 
hitherto published, that of Professor V. N. BeneSevié.” The 
basic text in his edition is that of the Tbet’ manuscript, the 
variants of the Opiza manuscript being given in the apparatus. 
The variation between the two manuscripts 15 usually not very 
great. Both show a reinfection of Greek readings,”> presum- 
ably derived from manuscripts of the K-type. Of the 
two, the text of the Thet’ ms. is the more fully revised, 
although the Opiza ms. ”’ has itself been again corrected, by 
a later reader, from the Athonite recension.*® So far as we can 
judge, the two were revised independently,*® and the two revi- 
sions do not seem to bear a close relation to the alterations based 
on the Greek which we find in the Armenian manuscripts of the 
same period (below, pp. 304-307). The most striking difference 
betweenthe two codices is that the Tbet’ manuscript contains 
Mark xvi. 9-20, omitted in the Opiza manuscript and also in the 


(4) The Urbnisi Gospels (10th cent.) at Tiflis, Zordania, Onucanie, I, pp. 21-23 
(No. 28). ᾿ | 

(5) The Cqarost‘avi Gospels at Tiflis, Zordania, pp. 116-117 (No. 98). 

(6) The P‘arkhal Gospels (a.p. 970), now at Tiflis; cf. ἘΣ. Takaishvili, MAK 12, 
pp. 139-151. 

(7) The Sinai Gospels No. 15 = 8 Tsagareli (a.p. 978); ef. A. A. Tsagareli, Cababuia 
II, p. 57. 

(8) The Sinai Gospels 16 = 7 Tsagareli (a.p. 992); 1. c., p. 56. 

(9) The Thet‘ Gospels at Leningrad (a.p. 995), used by BeneSevié in his edition; 
ef. Tsagareli, Cababuia I, pp. 17-22. 

22 The literature dealing with these mss. is cited in the introduction to Blake’s edi- 
tion of Mark (cf. note 19), pp. 443 f. 

23 Quattuor Evangeliorum Versio Georgiana vetus. E duobus codicibus (aa. p. Ch. 
n. 913 et 995) edidit Vladimir BeneSevié: fasciculus I, Evangelium secundum Mat- 
thaeum; fasciculus II, Evangelium secundum Marcum, Petropoli, 1909, 1911 (title 
also in Russian and Georgian). 

24 This can best be seen by glancing through the apparatus of BeneSevié’s edition. 

25 The influence of the Greek text is observable in the structure and turn of the 
Georgian phrase rather than in specific Hellenisms. 

26 We shall return to this point below (pp. 301-302). This influence appears to have 
come in by way of the Armenian. 

27 See below, p. 302. 

28 See N. Marr, Ass nobsyru na Acont, SHMHI, T. 322 (March 1899), pp. 
10 f., and BeneSevié’s apparatus, passim. 

29 ‘We have discussed this point below, pp. 304-307. 
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Adysh Gospels.*® These two manuscripts are, however, not iso- 
lated examples or peculiar types. We possess at least one other 
codex of each type: the so-called Cqarost’avi or K‘san Gospels 
belongs to the Opiza group, while the Urbnisi manuscript falls 
in line with the ‘T’bet’ codex.* Thus we have clear evidence of 
two recensions, both of which go back to Tao-Klardjet’ian 
sources. Undoubtedly the other manuscripts of this period 
belong in large measure to these two groups, although it is 
possible that other recensions and hybrid manuscripts may 
still be discovered. Until the individual manuscripts have been 
examined, all hypotheses as to their character must remain 
provisional.” 

In the following discussion and tables this recension is called 
‘Georgian? (G?),’ and the Opiza codex is referred to as ‘A,’ the 
Thet’ codex as ‘B.’ 

3. The third group, to which belong the great majority of 
the manuscripts, including (with one exception 38) all the minus- 
cule gospels, is the only one to which a reviser’s name can be 
definitely attached. This recension was the work of the Atho- 
nite school of translators, and one manuscript, the so-called 
Alaverd Gospels,** contains the statement that its text is that 


30 See Blake’s Georgian text of Mark, Patrologia Orientalis XX, fasc. 3, pp. 573 f. 

31 This point was made by the late H. Goussen, ‘Die altgeorgische Bibeliibersetzung,’ 
in Oriens Christianus VI, 1906, pp. 300-318, on the basis of the article of Dimitrii 
Bakradze, J[pepuie Bapiantst [pysuncnaro Uersepo-Esaurenia, Tpymst V-ro 
apxeouormueckaro Cabaya, Tiflis, 1887, pp. 215-220. Goussen (p. 317) prints a 
photograph of the desinat of Mark in Codex A. Brief descriptions of the mss. in 
question in Th. Zordania, Onucanie, I, No. 28 (pp. 21-23, the Urbnisi ms.) and 
No. 98 (pp. 116-117, the Cqarost‘avi Ms.). 

32 The Georgian scholar A. 5. Khakhanov had been working before his death on the 
history of the Georgian gospels, but had only published the theses which he intended 
to sustain. Takaishvili repeats them in the introduction to his edition of the Adysh 
Gospels (IIpequcaosie, p. 1, note 1). Some scattered passages from photographs of 
Tiflis Mss. are given in the article of Conybeare cited above, p. 232, note 3. Much 
material on the gospels has been collected by M. G. Djanashvili, but has never been 
published. 

33 The exception is formed by the tenth-century ms. No. 4927 of the Society for the 
Extension of Literacy among the Georgians. An investigation of the text of this ms. 
would be highly desirable. 

34 4.D. 1054, written on the Black Mountain near Antioch, now ms. 484 of the Ec- 
clesiastical Museum at Tiflis. This is a magnificent codex with gorgeous miniatures 
and illuminations of the Byzantine type; on it see Th. D. Zordania, Onucauie II, 
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of St. Euthymius the Athonite. There is no reason to doubt 
this,*“* but such brief inspection of the text as has been made 
shows that it is almost identical with that of St. George the 
Athonite.*> This latter text, probably to be dated between 
the years 1040 and 1050, became the vulgate of the Georgian 
church,** and was followed almost without deviation by the later 
manuscripts. It is printed in the Bible Society’s most recent 
edition of the Georgian gospels with a fair degree of accuracy, 
such as cannot be claimed for all the older editions.*” We know 
that this vulgate text was revised directly from the Greek,** 
and the presumption is that the manuscripts used for the re- 
vision were of the K-type.** It is not, however, in any sense a 
fresh translation, but probably a revision of the text of St. 
Euthymius, which in its turn was a revised version of the Tao- 
Klardjet’ian types.*? We know of no further revision of the 


pp. 46-51. On St. Euthymius and his work, see P. Peeters, Histoires monastiques 
géorgiennes, Bruxelles, 1923, pp. 8ff.; ὃ - 39390909, 4 - P00). ob. I, Tiflis, 
1923, pp. 182 f. and some additional considerations by R. P. Blake, Journal of Theo- 
logical Studies, October, 1924, pp. 54-57. 

34a Tt is not included in the list of his works in the vita (Peeters, pp. 34-36). 

85 This impression was confirmed by information from M. G. Djanashvili. 

3 On George the Athonite, see P. Peeters, Histoires monastiques géorgiennes, pp. 


69 ff.; 39396099, 4 . φρ᾽’᾽οὗ. obé, pp. 212 f.; and R. P. Blake, Journal of 
Theological Studies, 1924, pp. 57-58. The chief point of difference is that the pericope 
adulterae (Jn. 7, 57-8, 13) appears in this text, but in none of the earlier ones (Khakha- 
nov, cited by E. S. Takaishvili, p. 1, note 1). 

37 So Father K. Tsintsadze, who had charge of the printing of the recent editions, 
informed Blake. That this is true for the Tiflis edition of 1913 in Acts was verified by 
Blake, who collated the ms. Eccl. Mus. 584 (a.p. 1083), a copy of George’s autograph 
(cf. Zordania, l.c., II, pp. 97-99). 

88 This is specifically stated in George’s vita (Peeters, p. 110). 

39 This is not a mere guess, but a deduction from the following facts: 

(1) The vast majority of the Greek gospel mss. on Mt. Athos are of the K-type, 
and according to von Soden a sub-species (K") seems to have originated there. 

(2) The recension of the liturgical books produced by George was based on that of 
Constantinople (Peeters, p. 95), and Constantinople is the centre of the K-recension. 

40 A detailed proof of this contention would lead us too far afield. Definite confir- 
mation from the gospel text cannot be adduced, but the apostolic writings afford a 
cogent parallel. The older text of this section of the New Testament seems to show 
such uniformity that we can take it to be a definite recension. The three oldest Mss. 
are as follows: 

(1) Athos, Iveron No. 11, a.p. 965. Some pages of this are published in facsimile 
from photographs taken by K. Lake for F. C. Conybeare in the latter’s article, ‘The 
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gospels in Georgian by any writer later than George the Atho- 
nite, though the gospel text was translated in the lemmata 
of the commentaries of Theophylact of Bulgaria and in other 
works from the pens of John Cim¢imeli and the later scholas- 
tics.“ No continuous revised text, however, was ever issued 
by them. 

Of these three families the third is relatively unimportant 
for the reconstruction of the Greek text of the gospels, but the 
first and second, having been corrupted in divergent ways, are 
both important. By comparing them we can approach more 
closely to the original version, and thus to the Armenian from 
which it was made. 

The exact date of the original Georgian is, however, an ob- 
scure subject to which we have devoted an Excursus. 


We have now to discuss the sources of the Georgian version 
itself. There can be no possible doubt that it was derived di- 
rectly from an Armenian original. This, however, was not 
identical with the printed Armenian text nor even with the 
text of the oldest extant Armenian mss.” Its existence never- 
theless is demonstrated by a series of errors or misunderstand- 
ings in the Georgian which can only have arisen in Armenian; 


Old Georgian Version of Acts,’ Zeitschrift f. d. neutest. Wissenschaft, XII, 1911, pp. 
131-140. He ascribes them to the 13th century, but in fact they are of the year 965 
and were written in the monastery of Kranion on Mt. Olympus in Bithynia by the same 
scribe who wrote the Ms. of the Apocalypse (a.p. 978), now Cod. 1346 of the Society 
of History and Ethnography in Tiflis. Photographs of Cod. 1346 are in the J. P. Mor- 
gan Collection at Harvard. 

(2) and (3) The other two ss. are in Tiflis in the Library of the Society for the Ex- 
tension of Literacy among the Georgians, Nos. 407 and 1139 (= Eccl. Mus. 346). Both 
these have Euthalian apparatus, and both are of the 10th century. The text is very 
similar in all the three mss. 

Now the text of George is evidently based on the earlier version. The alterations 
consist for the most part in the addition of points omitted in the earlier Mss. The 
language, style, etc., are perfectly similar. George revised carefully on the Greek rather 
than retranslated, completing and rectifying the work of Euthymius. Similar condi- 
tions seemed to have prevailed in the descent of the gospel text. 


“1 On these and similar works see 3 - 3939099, 4 -@ot - ob, I pp. 57ff, 


and the fragments of texts published by 0 . xX dsbsd30@0, JoOn24~o d990- 
GMO» ΤΙ, pp. v-xxxxiv; see Blake in Journal of Theological Studies, 1924, pp. 59-60. 


42 See below, pp. 305 f. 
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in some cases their Armenian prototypes have survived in our 
present Armenian, in others they have been eradicated. A 
large number of passages might be cited,* but a selection of 
the most striking points will suffice: 

(1) The use in the sense of the French i y a of the verb 
(030s2, (2950 dgomay, dgmay, meaning in Georgian ‘to stand.’ 
This use arises from the double sense of 4; kal in Armenian, 
which means both ‘to stand’ and ‘to exist.” Cf. Mk. viii. 2, 18, 
etc. 

(2) The use of the Armenian word οὐ 828, ‘bottle,’ ‘jar,’ in 
Mk. xiv. 3. This word, homophone with the Georgian Jodo 
$181, ‘fear,’ would probably have been incomprehensible to the 
later Georgians.“ 

(3) The expression 79640 ~@s03y6s (Mk. x. 49), ‘he stopped, 
halted.’ The Georgian literally means ‘he seized his foot,’ and 
is sheer nonsense. The printed Armenian, however, gives 
yinkaf: un literally, “he held his place’; evidently the idio- 
matic double sense of the verb =. ‘held,’ ‘took,’ escaped the 
translator. 

(4) Most striking of all, however, is a passage in John 
u. 15. The Adysh has the amazing expression*® @» 30@96do 
ogb@ob IQGQGOy@ose 950) δοδῦδου ‘and the copper of the 
seed-sellers he scattered.’ The Armenian has fe guqfidu 
SannunfuaSunugh gpoebu'g ; that is, the syllable San hat 
In Suanuifu&unug hatavacarac’ had become disconnected, 
was understood as Sau hat ‘seed,’ and was so translated: 
T. R. καὶ τῶν κολλυβιστῶν ἐξέχεε τὸ κέρμα. 

An attentive reading of the Georgian will show a large num- 
ber of places where the structure of the phrase is evidently de- 
rived from that of the Armenian, but these we can pass over 
here. Likewise no account is taken of the Armenian loan- 
words found in the Georgian, inasmuch as it has long since 

43 See the passages cited in Blake’s edition of Mark, Patrologia Orientalis, XX, 


p. 416, note 1. 

44 The word is used in the Armenian. The Georgian construction is wholly puzzling 
until the Armenian is compared. The later Georgian Mss. read s@dd5bGG60 with 
the Greek ἀλάβαστρον. 

46 The text of A and B is not yet published; the passage is on plate 159b of the 
Adysh as. 
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been pointed out that these words were in current usage in the 
Georgian dialect into which the original translations were 
made. Not infrequently we find in the corresponding places in 
the Armenian text words different from those which appear in 
the Georgian. With the exception of special instances, this 
type of evidence is not pertinent. 

The superior antiquity of the form of the version as preserved 
in the Adysh ms. is deducible from the general method of the 
translator. This can best be seen by reading the text of the 
Adysh Gospels, keeping an eye at the same time on the appara- 
tus of the revised codices. Even the Latin rendering reveals the 
turns of Greek phraseology in the lemmata drawn from the 
Opiza and Tbet’ Gospels and cited in the apparatus criticus. 
The text of the Adysh ms. follows a different model. Now and 
again a word is misunderstood or clumsily translated, but the 
more complex constructions which appear in the revised codices 
are absent from the Adysh. Simple parataxis, avoidance of 
participial constructions, and a tense-usage which is native 
and primitive, are striking tendencies of the translator of the 
Adysh. Greek loan-words are absent, except for such as are 
also common both to Syriac and to Armenian. A striking 
instance in point occurs in Mk. xiv. 20, where the Georgian “ has 
30630 pinaksa, ‘platter,’ from the Greek πίναξ, while all 
Greek mss. have the reading τρυβλίον. 

For various reasons (see Excursus II) Meskhian influence 
may be suspected in this codex. The chief phenomenon, which 
occurs sporadically in other manuscripts but 15 here very wide- 
spread, is a great uncertainty in the use of the three letters, 3 Ὁ, 
“ u and x w, ti. The comparative grammar of the Caucasian 
languages shows that in Georgian the » has developed from 
various antecedents, and that it is sometimes stable, sometimes 
unstable. On the whole, Old Georgian orthography in normal 
manuscripts is relatively consistent in the use of these letters, 
but the Adysh ms. shows considerable unsteadiness in this 
regard, which in turn implies an unstable tradition and prob- 
ably also an unstable dialectal pronunciation. It has 


46 All three mss. 
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“ἡ for 3 “ἡ for x 
x for 3 “0 for x 
23 for 3 


These are not vulgarisms, but evidently represent some local 
dialect, and there is some reason to believe that this pheno- 
menon was true of the speech of Meskhia.*’ It is also evident 
that the scribe had no steady tradition about the use of the 
letter 6 ey 7. -ἢ -e stems are mostly written without ey in the 
nominative, and the letter appears sporadically in places where 
it is not justified by the rules of Old Georgian grammar. The 
language on the whole is distinctly archaic. We find a series 
of ‘vulgarisms’ (mostly, perhaps, apparent and not actual), such 
as plurals in -930 -ebi, G-ybG-yob ‘continually’ (in Cod. Τ οὗ the Old 
Testament), and the like, but along with them a series of rare 
words, the translation of which is sometimes highly doubtful: 
093g¢)b69b ‘collapse,’ bs969644@6o0 ‘going’ or ‘interfered with,’ 
9)Hdo6o ‘to writhe,’ φοὐθυδοοδογῴροςο ‘clearly,’ οἷς. ὃ 

The variants given in our tables make, we think, reasonably 
clear the connections between the Adysh ms. and the codices 
from Opiza and from Tbet.’ The amount of verbal difference, 
of alteration in vocabulary and syntax, is very considerable; 
the divergences in textual readings are fairly numerous but far 
less abundant than the verbal differences. Nevertheless the 
vocabulary and style of all three mss. manifest a fundamental 
kinship, just as the khanmeti fragments in their turn evince a 
common ancestry with the Adysh codex. The common ancestor 
of the entire clan must have had a strongly Caesarean text, but 
in its descendants a number of Caesarean readings have 
been revised out by the influence of Ecclesiastical mss. The 
following tables will illustrate this point: 


‘7 It is clear that (1) ¢) u in closed syllables, (2) 4 i w in general, came to be rep- 
resented as 3 and 30 in the Meskhian dialect, as we can see from Sota’s work. Cer- 
tain Tao-Klardjet’ian mMss., such as Eccles. Mus. No. 95 (10th cent.), show considerable 
variation (N. Marr, J baHiA Tpextb cB. Ou3sHeIOBb MyueHHKOBS Crescuna, 
Enacuna Mesacuna, 3BO xvii (1906), pp. 285-344). In the majority of cases the 
normal tradition is meticulously maintained; hence I am inclined to think that the 
scribes came from the adjoining areas. 

48 Doubts as to the rendering of certain of these were cleared up by Professor N. 
Marr. 
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TABLES OF READINGS FROM THE CAESAREAN TEXT IN THE 
GEORGIAN VERSION OF MaRK I, VI, and ΧΙ 


In these tables the families described above (pp. 290-292) 
are referred to as Georgian! (G') and Georgian? (G’). 


1. Caesarean Readings found in G' and G? 


Mk. 1. 2 εν τοις προφηται5] εν ἡσαια Tw προφητη 
8 om μεν post eyw 
10 azo] ex 
caelos apertos 
11 eal εν σοι 
12 εκβαλλει avrov hoc ordine 
13 om εν Tn ἐρήμω 
σατανα] διαβολον 
14 om της βασιλειας 
16 περιπατων de] και παραγων 
βαλλοντας αμφιβληστρον] αμφιβαλλοντας τα δικτυα 
22 post γραμματεις add avrwy 
25 εξ] am’ 
26 εἴ] azo 
27 om τις 
28 εἕξηλθε δε] και εξηλθε 
om evéus 
31 post πυρετὸς add evdews 
33 τὴν θυραν] τας θυρας 
34 post avrov add χριστον evar 
98 εξεληλυθα] εληλυθα 
40 post λεγων add αὐτω 
41 ante θέλω om αὐτω 
44. δειξον ceavrov hoc ordine 
vi. 2 ακουοντες] ακουσαντες 
4 om avrots 
om οτι 
avrou| εαυτου 
post συγγενεσι add αὐτου 
7 προσκαλειται. .. Kat] προσκαλεσαμενος 


This content downloaded from 96.234.11.130 on Wed, 21 Aug 2013 22:43:37 PM 
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions 


Vi. 


ΧΙ. 


55 


56 


CO ὦ ὦ ~~ m= 
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εἰ μη ραβδον μονον μὴ πῆραν μὴ aptov μὴ es| μητε 
ραβδον μητε πῆραν μῆτε αρτον μῆτε εἰς 


Om αμὴν λέγω . .. πολει εκεινὴ 
Lwavyns ouTos eT] ιωαννὴν οὐτος 
om αὐτὸς 


OM εκ νεκρων 

αποκτειναι αὐτον hoc ordine 

om αὑτῆς 

αρεσασης] placuit 

om ἡτήησατο 

o δεῖ Kat 

om αὐτὴν 1° 

om αὑτὴν 2° 

om καὶ 3° 

om avrot 

om και προῆλθον avrots 

οχλον πολυν 

om yap 

OM οὐκ εχουσιν 

αγορασωμεν] αγορασομεν 

post wevre add αρτους 

προς] εἰς 

απηλθεν] ανηλθεν 

λιαν εκ περισσου] περισσως 

ἐξισταντο και εθαυμαζον] εξεπλησσοντο 

ἤλθον ext τὴν γην] transierunt illi in terra et ve- 
nerunt 

OM και προσωρμισθησαν 

emvyvovtes| εἐπεγνωσαν 

post avrov add οἱ avépes του τοπου 

ante ηρξαντο add και 

om τοῖς ante κραββατοις 

αγοραις] πλατειαις 

αποστελλει] απεστειλε 

Avoavres| λυσατε καὶ 

OM ποίειτε TOUTO 

post ανετειλατο add avrous 

αλλοι de] και αλλοι 
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ΧΙ. 9 post ὡσαννα add τω υὑψιστω 
10 om εν ονοματι κυριον 
woavva εν τοις ὑψιστοις] εἰρηνη ev ουρανω και δοξα εν 
υψιστοις 
15 om ο ιησους 
post κολλυβιστων add εξεχεεν 
17 om αὑτοις 
Om ou 
18 οι apxvepes Kat ot Ὑραμματεις hoe ordine 
4] εξηρανταιΪ εξηρανθη 
22 om και 
23 om yap 
OM os av eT 
26 om totum versum 
28 eyouow] ελεγον 
εδωκεν τὴν εξουσιαν ταυτὴν hoc ordine 
OM wa TavTa ποιῆς 
31 post ερει add nu 
om ουν 


. Caesarean Readings in G (Ad) only 
Mk. i. 


Om υἱου του θεου 
om eyw ante αποστελλω 
εβαπτιζοντο παντεςἾΪ παντες εβαπτιζοντο 
ante ερχεται add ort 
εἰς τον ιορδανὴν ὑπὸ wavvov hoc ordine 
11 εγενετο εκ των ουρανωνΪ εκ των ουρανων Ἠἠκουσθη 
16 αὐτου] του σιμωνος 
18 om αὑτων 
19 om εκειθεν 
20 εὐυθεως ante εκαλεσεν et ante αφεντες 
21 om εισελθων 
εδιδασκεν εἰς THY συναγωγὴν hoc ordine 
32 edu] εδυσαν 
36 κατεδιωξαν] κατεδιωξεν 
40 post γονυπετων add avrov 
45 δυνασθαι avrov 
εἰς πολιν davepws hoc ordine 


Smt ὦ a8 Or ODO mH ro 
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ev Tn συναγωγή διδασκειν] διδασκειν εν ταις συναγωγαις 
post εξεπλησσοντο add επι rn διδαχὴ αὐτου 
εδιδου] εδωκεν 

οσοι αν] ος αν τοπος 

δεξωνται] δεξηται 

ακουσωσι] ακονουσι 

post αλλοι 1° add δε 

om 7 

om αὐτου 2° 

n Oe] και 

post eev 2° add aurn 

om οἱ οχλοι 

συνεδραμον] εδραμον 

OM ο ἰησους 

Om αὐτου 

πολλη] παρηλθεν 

OM Wel 

oM εἰς TO περαν 

ΟΠ avTots 

φαντασμα εδοξαν hoc ordine 

μετ αὐτων] προς avrous 

απηλθον δε και evpov] καὶ απελθοντες evpov 
λεγων] και εἐλεγεν 

εξεπορευετο] εξεπορεύοντο 

ante ἐχετε add ει 

αρθητι και βληθητι] αρθηναι και βληθηναι 
λαμβανετεῖ ἐλαβετε 

om και 1° 

om αλλα 

αποκριθεις o ιησους Neyer avrots hoc ordine 
ταυτα mow] facio hoc 


This list shows that many Caesarean readings are found only 
in the Adysh ms. — that is, have been revised out of the Geor- 
gian* recension. But it can also be shown that the Opiza ΜΒ. 
(A) and the Tbet’ ms. (B) contain many non-ecclesiastical read- 
ings which are absent from the Adysh. The natural assumption 
is that A and B have retained Caesarean material which they 


This content downloaded from 96.234.11.130 on Wed, 21 Aug 2013 22:43:37 PM 


All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions 


302 HARVARD THEOLOGICAL REVIEW 


found in the archetype but which has been lost in the Adysh. 
Moreover, a distinction can be observed between the two MSs. 
of Georg’. In general they are closely related, more closely than 
either is to the Adysh. B has certainly not been revised by A, 
for it contains some Caesarean material not found in A, and 
sometimes agrees with the Adysh against A. On the other hand 
B unquestionably shows more Greek influence and contains 
more Ecclesiastical readings than A. 
This is shown by the following tables. 


3. Caesarean Readings in G* 
(a) In both Codices A and B, but not in the Adysh ms. 


Mk. i. 5 παντες post ιεροσολυμιται 
8 om κυψας | 
10 post πνευμα add του θεου 
18 πειραζομενος] et tentabatur 
14 μετα de] και pera 
17 om γενεσθαι 
18 καὶ] illi autem 
20 evdews ante αφεντες solum 
24 οιδα] οιδαμεν 
31 διηκονει]ΐ surrexit et ministrabat 
40 οτι εαν] κυριε ear 
vil. 3 οτεκτων o vios μαριας] ο TOV τεκτονος νυιος KaL papLas 
post αδελῴος om δε 
6 κυκλω κωμας 
9 adda] μητε 
10 εκειθεν εξελθητε hoc ordine 
11 om τον ὑποκάτω 
18 εξεβαλλον] εξεβαλον 
14 ηρωδης ο Bactdevs hoc ordine 
17 εν τη φυλακη] και εβαλεν εἰς φυλακὴν 
φῷ om καὶ wuocey . . . δωσω σοι 
24 post εἰπεν 2° add αιτησαι 
25 om evlews 
27 om ο βασιλεὺς 
31 post avros add o tnaous 
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Vi. 


ΧΙ. 


Vi. 


33 


21 
44 


CAESAREAN TEXT OF MARK 


avtous| avTov 
ἐπεγνωσαν] εγνωσαν 
om αὑτον 1° 

TONANS Wpas 

λεγουσιν] ἐλεγον 
αἀπολυσον αὐτους] απολυσον ουν τοὺς οχλους 
φαγειν] wa φαγωσιν 
exere aptous hoc ordine 
γενεσαρεθ 

ηπτοντοὶ] ἡψαντο 

om αὐτου 2° 

ep ov ovders ανθρωπων] add ovrw 
και τινες] τινες δε 

om αὑτων 

OM ο ιῆσους 

om αποκριθεις ο tnoous 
λαμβανετεῖ ληψεσθε 
λογον eva hoc ordine 
εφοβουντο] φοβουμεθα 
ειἰχονΐ ηδεισαν 

OM oOVvTws 


(δ) In Codex A only 


ἐποιει] erounoev 
woe] ws 
om αὑτοις 


(c) In Codex B only 


ante παρα add o ιησους 

ante αφηκεν add ev6us 

autos] avTw 

post χειρα add αὐτου 

post περιηγεν add ο ιησους 
Om ἐλεγον οτι nALas ἐστιν 

om αὐτω 

ανακλιναι παντας] ανακλιθῃναι 
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ΧΙ. 13 post ηλθεν add es αὐτὴν 
εἰ apa ευρησει] ws evpnowr 
om καὶ ehOwy er αὐτὴν 

29 ante vu add xayw 


Finally, two lists may be added, significant in their shortness, 
of readings in which one of the mss. of G? agrees with the Adysh 
Ms. against the other. 


4, Caesarean Readings in αἱ and G? 
(a) In Ad and Codex A only 


Mk. 1.21 καφαρναουμ 
44. om μηδεν 
vi. 2 ΟἿ οτι 
ΧΙ. 19 λεγειΪ εἰπεν 
98. tw unoov λέγουσι hoc ordine 


(Ὁ) In Ad and Codex B only 


Mk. 1.27 om xa ante τοις 
vil. 4 Om kat εν τὴ οικια αὐτου 
30 om οσα 2° 
ΧΙ. 15 post εδιδασκε add avrovus 


The preceding discussion has shown that the Old Georgian 
version, represented at present by the Adysh manuscript and 
by Codices A and B, was one of the best witnesses to the 
Caesarean text. It has been corrected by Ecclesiastical copies 
in the Adysh manuscript and somewhat more extensively, but 
quite independently, in Codices A and B. Further, this Old 
Georgian was made from the Armenian. But the Armenian 
from which it was made has been greatly revised in the manu- 
scripts which are the basis of the printed text and in all of the 
oldest Armenian manuscripts which have been the object of 
special study. The extent of this revision is shown by the 
following list of Caesarean readings which are not in the 
printed Armenian but may be claimed for the original version 
because they are preserved in one or both of the Georgian 
recensions. 
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Caesarean Readings found in the Georgian but not in the 
Armenian 


Mk. i. 8 om κυψας AB 
10 caelos apertos G°™? 
19 πειραζομενος] et tentabatur AB 
σατανα] διαβολον AB 
14 μετα de] και μετα ΑΒ 
16 ante παρα add ο ιησους Β 
17 om γενεσθαι ΑΒ 9 
22 post γραμματεις add avrwy (αὐτὰ 
25,26 εξ] απ Gm 
27 om τις Go™ 
om καὶ ante τοις AdB 
28 εξηλθε de] και εξηλθε GO™ 
31 ante αφηκεν add εὐθυς Β 
διηκονει]ΐ surrexit et ministrabat AB 
avtots| αὐτω B 
40 post Aeyw add avrw GO™ 
41 post xepa add αὐτου B © 
44. om μηδεν ACA 
vi. 2 οἵη οτι AdA 
om αὐτοις G°™ 
om και ev τὴ οἰκια αὐτου ACB 
6 post περιηγεν add o ιησους B 
7 προσκαλειται. . . και] προσκαλεσαμενος GO™ 
8 εἰ μη ραβδον μονον μη πηραν μη αρτον py ets| μῆητε 
ραβδον unre πηραν μητε αρτον μῆτε εἰς G™ 
10 εκειθεν εξελθητε AB 
15 om ἐλεγον ort ἡλιας ἐστιν B 
16 wavyns ουτος ἐστιν ιωαννὴν ovros G™ 5 
om avros G°™ 
om εκ νεκρων G™ 
41 εποιειΐΪ ἐποιησαν A 
22 om και wuocey . . . dwow σοι ΑΒ 
24 post εἰπεν 2° add αιτησε (sic W) AB 
25 om nrnoatro GO™ ὅ2 


49 So also om E 229 (Macler, p. 231). 50 hab AC arm (Macler, p. 232). 
51 Z hab (Macler, p. 384). 52 om Z? (Macler, p. 597). 
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vi. 30 
31 
33 


35 


36 


9 


98 
99 


om οσα 2° AdB 

post avros add o ιησους AB δ 
avrous| avrov AB *4 

ἐπεγνωσαν] εγνωσαν AB 

om avrov 1° AB 

λεγουσινὶ edeyov AB ὅὅ 

om yap Gem 

om οὐκ εχουσιν G°™ 

om αὐτω B 

αγορασωμεν] ἀαγορασομεν G™ 
φαγειν] ινα φαγωσιν ΑΒ 

εχετε αρτους ΑΒ 

ανακλιναι πανταςἾ] ανακλιθηναι Β 


4 om woe Ad 


45 
51 


53 


δά 
δῦ 


56 


ΧΙ, 


Φὸ ὧι we 


11 
13 


14 
21 


woe] ws A 
προς] es G™ 
λιαν εκ περισσου] περισσως G™ 
εξισταντο Kat εθαυμαΐζον] εξεπλησσοντο G™ 
nov exe τὴν γην] transierunt illiin terram et ven- 
erunt G°™ 
post avrov add οἱ avépes του τοπου 
ante nptavro add και G°™ 
om τοις ante κραββατοις GO™ 
αγοραις] πλατειαις G°™ 
ηπτοντοΐ] ηψαντο AB 


om αὐτου 2° AB 
ed ov ovders avOpwrwv| add ovrw AB 


Goma 56 


και τινες] τινες δε AB 

post ενετειλατο add αὐτοις G°™ 
om o unoovs GO™ 

post ηλθεν add es αὐτὴν B 

εἰ apa ευρησει] ws evpnowy B 
om και ἔλθων ex avtnv B 

om ἀποκριθεὶς o rnoovs AB 
Neyer] ecrev ACA 

εἕξηρανται] εξηρανθη G™ 


63 In the Armenian (Macler, p. 319). 54 arm D (Macler, p. 242). 
55 hab arm Z (Macler, p. 242). 5 hab Z (Macler, p. 597). 
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x1. 23 om o eav ern GO™ 


28 λεγουσιν] εἐλεγον G™ 

31 post eper add ημιν G™ 
om ovy Go™ 

33 τω unoov λεγουσιν AB 


This list seems to prove the important conclusion that when 
the Georgian version was made, an Old Armenian version 
existed which must have been a far better representative of 
the Caesarean text than is any extant Armenian ms. The only 
possible alternative to this conclusion would be that the Old 
Georgian version was made from the Armenian now existing, 
and then revised, both in the Adysh manuscript and in Codices 
A and B, by the help of Caesarean Greek manuscripts. But, 
entirely apart from the fact that this theory would be so im- 
probable as to be almost a reductio ad absurdum, it is decisively 
opposed by the complete absence of any historical or linguistic 
evidence of direct connection between the Georgian version 
and any Greek manuscripts. It seems, therefore, certain that 
the Old Armenian was a relatively pure Caesarean text. Was 
it a direct translation from the Greek? That is a question of 
so much importance that it is desirable to state fully what is 
known of the early history of the Armenian version. 


2. The Armenian Version 


The history of the investigation of the Armenian versions 
has been set forth in detail by F. Macler in his book, “‘Le texte 
arménien de l’évangile d’aprés Matthieu et Marc.” * In a sec- 
tion entitled “Opinions des Modernes’ he summarizes the work 
of New Testament critics from Richard Simon (1684) to the 
beginning of the late war. In the main this accumulation of 
authorities is nothing but a ‘summa testimoniorum.’ For the 
most part the scholars there named give no detailed exposi- 
tion as to why they hold their views, but either content them- 
selves with citing their predecessors or else give a priori reasons 
for adhering to one or the other of the two current hypotheses. 


57 Annales du Musée Guimet, XXVIII, Paris, 1919. 
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These hypotheses are (1) that the Armenian is a faithful rep- 
resentative of the Greek and (2) that on the contrary the Ar- 
menian (on the testimony of Moses of Khorene) was a trans- 
lation from the Syriac. 

The data from Armenian sources which we possess about the 
translation of the Bible into that tongue point to a dual tra- 
dition. Grecophil sources, like Lazar of P’arp and Koriun, 
naturally seek to emphasize the influence of Hellenic models 
and tradition, while on the other hand Moses of Khorene, who, 
it may be observed, not infrequently cites versions of docu- 
ments in forms distinctly older than those now otherwise ex- 
tant, offers the tradition of Syriac origin. The evidence of the 
alphabet, as cited below (pp. 360-361), favors a dual source for 
the script. More value attaches to the discussions subsequent 
to the discovery of the Old Syriac and especially of the Sinaitic 
manuscript than to earlier publications. It is not, however, 
too much to say that until Macler attacked the problem, only 
one scholar had really examined the Armenian in detail and 
set forth his results. This was J. Armitage Robinson in his 
“Euthaliana.” °° Macler gives a detailed refutation of Robin- 
son’s views (pp. xlix-lv), which is at some points convincing, 
at others not satisfactory. 

Macler is a strong partisan of the theory that the Armenian 
is derived directly from the Greek. ** In many respects his work 
marks a distinct advance over earlier treatments of the prob- 
lem. He gives us a detailed analysis of the texts of Matthew 
and Mark, in which he not merely uses the printed editions, 
but employs for the first time a number of old manuscripts 
of great merit. In the discussion of the readings the other 
versions are quoted to explain and illustrate the Armenian 
rather than to interpret the Syriac or the Greek. He is ac- 
quainted both with Syriac and with Armenian to an extent 
which has not usually been characteristic of New Testament 
scholars. On the other hand some grave defects of method © 


58 Texts and Studies, III. 3, Cambridge, 1895. 

59 Ῥ᾽ 403: “‘lévangile arménien semble calqué sur le grec.” 

60 See Robert P. Blake, ‘Macler’s Armenian Gospels,’ in Harvard Theological Re- 
view, vol. XV, 1922, pp. 299-303. 
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must be noted. He gives no systematic collation of the Ar- 
menian materials. He relied too much on von Soden’s theories, 
especially with regard to the position of D among the I-group 
of mss.“ And his fundamental hypothesis led him to assume that 
when a reading of the Armenian is found in any Greek ΜΒ., it 
must have been directly derived by the Armenian from Greek 
sources, even though it may also appear in Syriac. Even in 
the case of readings which show affinity to the Syriac, he argues 
that any direct relation with the Syriac can be denied, first, 
by reason of the many divergences between the extant Syriac 
and Armenian texts, and secondly, because of the preponder- 
ance of Greek idiom in the Armenian version, so that the read- 
ings in question were either derived there also from Greek Mss. 
or else were fortuitous and translational in character. More- 
over in many instances, when dealing with the Syriac, he fails 
to point out that one or the other of the Syriac texts actually 
preserves the reading which he attributes to Greek influence. 
But his most serious, though excusable, deficiency is his neg- 
lect of the Georgian evidence, so that he has really told only 
half the story. 

Macler makes it plain that the Armenian is related to the 
group of codices which we regard as Caesarean, but he fails to 
see that in the extant Armenian this relationship is compara- 
tively weak. The Armenian contains as much K-material as it 
does Caesarean, and may have suffered revision by the aid of 
other Greek manuscripts, not of the Caesarean type. We have 
shown above (pp. 304-307) that the Armenian which underlies 
the Old Georgian was a strongly Caesarean text without any 
pronounced peculiarities that betray direct Greek influence.” 
Therefore the K-elements present in the extant Armenian 
can only have come in as the result of a secondary recen- 
sion, in which the Armenian codices were revised from Greek 
manuscripts containing a strong admixture of K-readings. 
The variants of this nature found in the text of G? do not 


61 See K. Lake and R. P. Blake, ‘The Text of the Gospels and the Koridethi Co- 
dex,’ Harvard Theological Review, XVI, 1923, pp. 267-286. 

62 See above, p. 255. The Georgian shows that the original Armenian must have 
been somewhat more literal and less idiomatic than the present texts. 
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coincide with those found in Macler’s Armenian manuscripts, 
and we are forced to conclude that there is no connection be- 
tween these two revisions. The presence of the Caesarean 
stratum in the Armenian, together with the history of the 
Georgian version, make it practically certain that the ancestor 
of our present Armenian had the same text (strongly Caesarean) 
which lies at the basis of the Adysh ms. This being the case, 
the close kinship with the Greek, which is the distinguishing 
characteristic of the extant Armenian manuscripts, is not pri- 
mary in the original Armenian, but a secondary phenomenon in 
the history of that version. 

To sum up, it is certain that the original Armenian was a 
strongly Caesarean text; this is demonstrated by the Georgian 
evidence. But this original version is not extant; it was prob- 
ably revised at an early date, by predominantly Neutral mss. 
Of this revision no Mss. are known to exist, but its existence 
seems a necessary corollary from the Neutral element in the 
Adysh ΜΒ. of the Georgian (see pp. 254 ff.). It is possible that 
further investigation will show traces of it in Armenian Mss. 
Later on it was revised again by Greek manuscripts of the K 
or Ecclesiastical type, and most of Macler’s arguments for a 
Greek original are derived from readings introduced by this 
revision, not from the readings of the original version. Thus 
his arguments for the direct dependence of the Armenian on 
Greek lose their force, and we are justified in accepting the 
otherwise more probable view that the Armenian is based on 
the Syriac. The following list of Syriasms preserved in Arme- 
nian or Georgian confirms this view, and shows that just as a 
consideration of the Georgian led to an investigation of the Ar- 
menian, so the investigation of the Armenian necessarily leads 
to a study of the Syriac evidence. 

It has seemed best to divide these Syriasms which we have 
observed into two sections. In the first list we give a series of 
passages pointed out by A. Merk, in his article ‘Die arme- 
nischen Evangelien und ihre Vorlage,’ in Biblica, VII, 1926, 
pp. 40-71, and add for these the Georgian evidence. 
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Syriasms survwing in the Armenian noticed by Merk (p. 64) 


(The readings first cited in each case are those of the Textus 
Receptus.) 


Mark 
1. 16 


22 


23 


Q7 


32 


38 


44 


x1. 24 


29 


33 


αμφιβαλλοντας] ort αμφεβαλλον 
ΩΝ G2 

ws εἕουσιαν exw] ws ev εξουσια 
syr™ pesh (Ὁ! 

εν πνευματι ακαθαρτωϊ] εν w 
πνευμα ακαθαρτον nv ev avTw 
ΒΥ τα pesh (G* has a similar 
construction ) 

κατ εξουσιαν Kal τοις πνευμασι 
ακαθαρτοις επιτασσειΪ οτι εν 
εξουσια και τοις πνευμασιν ακα- 
θαρτοις επιτασσει 5υ τ Pesh 
Goma 

ore ἐδυ ο nALos| εν τω δυναι τον 
ἥλιον syr™" pesh σα! 

αγωμεν αλλαχουΪ αγωμεν Eepyw- 
μεθα syr (τα 

post σον add το 
ΩΝ pesh pal (G vac) 

αἰτεισθε πιστευετε οτὶ ελαβετε 


δωρον 


και ἐσται] αιτεισθε και πιστε- 


vere ort ληψεσθε ecrar syr®™ 


G! fere idem 

TavTa Tow) Tow Tavra syr™ 
Gomn 

ταυτα ποιω] Tow ταῦτα syr™ 


Gomn 


obs mbg3@m0@gb Ge AB 


3000 sg@dfowg Ad 


GQI@obs obs oy 
by@o 96s FIo~sea AB 


§)56990M 98005 96d Fdo- 
(050). dso by@os 


υγδῶϑοδοῦ Ad 


Goyodb —33Z0EQMd 
θη Ad 

IagZ0~@go cs Jogo- 
cago Ad 


ombag@gn δ ηδοῦ 
300090d90 ΘΟΟ()20) 
(τον AB) τοὺ ggyeab 
o4ey96 Gm 


sdob 304d Gm 


3048 sdob Ad 


Out of ten passages the Georgian supports the Syriasm in 
eight, has an allied construction in the ninth (i. 23), and in the 
tenth (i. 44) omits the word because the Georgian 99f0g 1s 
absolute in sense. 
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Other Syriasms found in the Armenian 


The group of passages in the Table inserted opposite were 
detected by ourselves while working over the Palestinian Syriac. 
We make no claim to having gathered an exhaustive collection, 
but the instances we have found we consider decisive. 


3. The Syriac Versions 


The history of the Syriac version of the New Testament falls 
into two sections according to the dialect used. By far the most 
important literary dialect of Syriac is that of Edessa and Nisibis, 
in which the earliest literary monuments in Syriac appear to 
have been composed. Into that dialect was translated the old- 
est extant Syriac version, the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe or 
‘separated gospels,’ presumably so called to distinguish it from 
the probably earlier Diatessaron of Tatian, which was written 
in (or translated into) the same dialect but is now extant only in 
fragmentary and imperfect translations into Armenian, Arabic, 
and Latin. We know practically nothing about the history of the 
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe. It may have been used, at least 
in some instances, by Aphraates and the author of the Syriac 
Acts of Judas Thomas, but throughout the third and fourth 
centuries the Diatessaron seems to have been the dominant 
version of the gospels among Edessene Christians. At the be- 
ginning of the fifth century a new or revised version was made 
for Rabbula, bishop of Edessa. This revision has been satis- 
factorily identified by Burkitt with the Peshitto, and it became 
the vulgate of the Syriac-speaking church, both in its Nestorian 
and Monophysite (or Jacobite) branches. It would be natural 
that Rabbula should use Greek manuscripts of the type com- 
mon in Antioch in the fourth century, but whether, as often 
stated, the text of his gospels is closely related to that of Chry- 
sostom and Theodoret is by no means certain.” 

δ. Gwilliam, ‘The Place of the Peshitto Version in the Apparatus Criticus of the 
Greek New Testament,’ in Studia Biblica et Ecclesiastica, V, 1903, pp. 189-237, finds 
(p. 208) that in Matt. 1-14, of the cases available for comparison, the Peshitto agrees 


with the “‘traditional text’’ 108 times, with Codex Vaticanus 65 times, while in 137 
cases the Peshitto departs from both, usually with the support of the Curetonian or 
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vi. 4 


x1. 23 


24 


Textus Receptus 


και ζωνην δερματινὴν 

περι THY οσφυν AUTOV 

σχιζομενους TOUS ουρα- 
VOUS 

αλιεις ανθρωπων 


EUPOVTES AUTOV 


και YOVUTETWY QUTOV 
ἡψατο auTou 


1 POO EVEY KE 
ατιμος 

σοι ἐχειν 

τοις μεγιστασιν 
δια 

αθετησαι 


αλλα πιστεύσει OTL 
a λεγει γινεται, εσται 
QUTW O εαν ELTN 


εσται υμιν 


OTHER SYRIASMS FOUND IN THE ARMENIAN 


Syr. Pal. 

ante ζωνὴν + ἱμμοοὶ 
-Ο jre> 
peal ββοοα. 
᾿ασἱμ» bpoe 
owoe) 550 
oa0ai} Ss. ,s.00 

~1020}.00 


υβὼὸ ai00 
A jr 


SAxo209 280.045 JI} 
fooys pas. 
$0149 bro Noo 


(oo pr>100 


Syr. Pesh. 
idem 
««Ο)ο we 
ut T. R. 
idem 
“ογοοαΐ 450 


a= ὁ Ys. oso 
od 240 ογμαί 


ut pal 


oA 

Soo}7 procs II} 
Soo1s : μοὶ» χμο 06) 
tol? opso oS 


(02%. fooiso 
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Syr. Sin. 
vacat 
vacat 
vacat 
idem 
ut pesh 
ut pesh 


ο) αἱ A220 
oN 34.00 


vacat 


vacat 


ut pesh 


daca 
prone i 
μοὶ» opso9 
S013 S009 


(2S ἱ 90)9, 


“ἴημα 
pug LES 
Bk jhusy 
npn pp 
μι fp 
Ὃ mh, 


fkpdkg: 


fe Puan 
wer Ta ess {πη}. 


mag) ἍΠ 
ΝΎ, 


a ff eat TTA 


Lqfgf ἵν 
“ul ufrgh 


kgfgf & 


JTHER SYRIASMS FOUND IN THE ARMENIAN 


αἱ. 


r+ ἰμωὶ 
-0 ree 
\L9 Loon 
ἐμ rea 
δα ὐ 520 
Ss. p00 
2007.90 


>> O}pabo 


Syr. Pesh. 
idem 
2040 we 
ut T. R. 
idem 
-“ογοοαΐ +50 


=O ὁ Ys. oso 
od a}0 1p} 


ut pal 


Ow 

Soo}? pro.oys II} 
Soois : μοὶ» ϑμο οὐ 
oly opso oS 


(02\ ἰοομο 


Syr. Sin. 
vacat 
vacat 
vacat 
idem 
ut pesh 
ut pesh 


ο) αἱ A220 
oN 34.00 


vacat 


vacat 


ut pesh 


hd 
peronoy [i 
jo! ps0? 
S0045 Soo}9 


(99. ἱ oo} 


Armenian 
qb gb) 
pug LEY pep 
δέω qh ph fin 
Ph pdbgasn fr tun 
ka ει eee “{1Π|1Π|10. {11 Ὲ 


gen Tsuen preg. 


aan ef sees 

cae be 4 

qrp mult pup 

ἡ Susan ΓΕ [FS 
Agfgf ὑεῖ quay pug be 
mau figs 

kqfgl alg 
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Georgian 
J@Hyo Ad A 
§9@o0> dobos Gm 
Bobo gobbydq@bo Go 
I@bswoHy) 3280 Ad B 
Os Bosgodb sagb A 


©> (om B) I43@60 woo- 
(gobs dob Gobsdg (Ὁ .ᾧ. 
om A) @o 


dgob~eQ dob Gor 


djH0G] Gomn 

θη) ΦΘοϑῦ AB 

os6s Ad 
obs 


baw... ογχὺ 
dgNjHoQbg65a B 
δ θη. ΞΟθ 262,5 Modgmzy 


AMIQEbs HJaob (HJ2)- 
6 A) ofdbgb cs oyab 


939 
g99yab oJag6 Gm 


CAESAREAN TEXT OF MARK 313 


According to Burkitt the renderings, as distinct from the 
underlying Greek text, show that the reviser or revisers who 
made the Peshitto were familiar with the Evangelion da- 
Mepharreshe. In the sixth century the Jacobite Syrians pro- 
duced another translation made for Philoxenus, or, as the 
Syrians call him, Mar Xenaia. Of this we have an edition made 
in the seventh century by Thomas of Heraclea, who added vari- 
ant readings from manuscripts found by him in the monastery 
of the Enaton near Alexandria, thus producing the first critical 
edition of the gospels. (See Excursus III.) 

A different dialect, which appears to have been spoken by the 
population of Coele-Syria, is usually called ‘Palestinian.’ Of the 
meagre literature in this dialect the best account is given by 
F. C. Burkitt in his article, ‘Christian Palestinian Literature,’ 
in the Journal of Theological Studies, vol. IT, 1901, pp. 174 ff. 
The fragments which we possess are almost wholly biblical. 
The most extensive text is a complete lectionary, found in three 
Mss. of the 11th century, one being now at Rome and two at 
St. Catherine’s on Mt. Sinai. The text of the Roman manuscript 
(Cod. Syr. Vat. 19) was published at Verona in 1861-1864 as 
Evangeliarium Hierosolymitanum by Count F. Miniscalchi- 
Erizzo. Some fragments of the gospels in this dialect were 
also published at Leiden in 1875 by Land in Analecta Syriaca, 
IV, pp. 142, 216 f. The text of the Roman manuscript was 
republished by Lagarde in an emended form in Bibliotheca 
Syriaca, Géttingen, 1892. The Sinai manuscripts were dis- 
covered by Mrs. Gibson and Mrs. Lewis, and published in A 
Palestinian Syriac Lectionary, 1899. Their text is approxi- 
mately the same as the Roman manuscript, and for those who 
read Syriac with difficulty the presence of a literal Latin trans- 
lation in the Italian edition is a great assistance. Among the 
fragments published by Land is at least one which apparently 
does not belong to a lectionary, but to a continuous text. In 


the Sinaitic Syriac or of the Old Latin, etc. He gives a list of 31 cases where the Pe- 
shitto stands alone (pp. 217 f.). In Acts the Peshitto contains “considerable survivals 
of a more primitive ‘Western’ Old Syriac in the midst of a text substantially like that 
of the Old Uncials”; see J. H. Ropes, The Text of Acts (The Beginnings of Christian- 
ity, vol. III), 1926, p. exlix, and the tables, pp. 291-316. 
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1906 H. Duensing added a further fragment of Mark in his 
Syropalastinische Palimpsestfragmente, Gottingen, 1906. These 
fragments apparently came from the Damascus mosque; they 
have now been lost, or lost sight of. Finally, in 1909, Mrs. Lewis 
published some fragments, probably of the continuous text, 
from the palimpsest manuscript of John Climacus at Sinai, in 
Horae Semiticae, VIII, 1909, pp. 68 and 70. 

The text of Mark in the lectionary shows some of the variants 
which occur in all lectionaries in consequence of the use for 
which they were intended, and, as might be expected in rela- 
tively late manuscripts, the lectionary text has been somewhat 
conformed to the late Ecclesiastical standards. In general, how- 
ever, our investigations suggest that the Palestinian lectionary 
preserves, directly or indirectly, the Syriac text from which was 
made the original Old Armenian, the existence of which we 
have inferred from the Georgian (above, pp. 294 f.). As the text 
of the Palestinian Syriac is very imperfectly represented in 
Tischendorf, we give a collation with the Textus Receptus of 
the lectionary for those parts of Mark i, vi, and xi which are 
preserved in it, and also of Land’s, Duensing’s, and the Clima- 
cus fragments of these chapters. 


Collation of Palestinian Syriac, Mark i, vi, and xi 


In this collation ‘G’ in all cases means ‘Georgian.’ 

The various fragments are denoted by the following symbols: 

(1) Lectionary, Mark i. 1-11, i. 35-44, vi. 1-5, vi. 14-30, 
ΧΙ. 22-25, found in the three mss. mentioned above and quoted 
here, in conformity with Mrs. Lewis, as a, b, 6. 

(2) Codex Climaci Rescriptus, Mark i. 1-10, Horae Semiticae 
VIII, p. 68, quoted as d; and Mark i. 20-29, Horae Semiticae 
VIII, p. 70, quoted as e, 

(3) Fragment, Mark vi. 41-50, edited by Duensing, p. 134, 
quoted as f. 

(4) Fragment, Mark xi. 2-3, edited by Land, Anecdota Sy- 
riaca IV, p. 142, quoted as g. 

(5) Fragment, Mark xi, 18-31, edited by Land, Anecdota 
syriaca IV, pp. 216 f., quoted as ἢ. 
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10 


11 
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apxn του ευαγγελιου] evangelium abc 

unoov| domini Iesu abc 

om wou Tov θεου ab cdc. 8 28 G'S arm Iren Serap 

Orig Bas 

ev τοις προφηταις] in Esaia propheta abcdc. 0 
fam! 700 (565) G Ὁ (SBLA 33) lat vg boh 
pesh syr®!™¢ Tren Orig Serap 

ov] quia ecce abc 

om εἐμπροσθεν covabecdc. 8 700 NBLDWKII a 
b cl pesh boh aeth Orig 

eyevero| fuit autem abcc. (αἱ arm boh (cf και 
εγενετο δ ἢ) 

χωρα] terra Iudae ἃ 

οἱ ἱεροσολυμιται] omnes Hierosolymitani abcde. 
pesh (cf 28 G? SBLA 33 D lat boh arm syr*'”) 

om παντες post εβαπτιζοντο a Ὁ c, omnes baptiza- 
bantur d ec. (fam® 565 G') 

εν τω Lopdavn ποταμω υπ αὐτου] ab eo in Iordane 
flumine abcdc. αἱ G? NBL 33 lat vg arm 

nv de] et fuitabcdc. 565 G? NBL arm 

περι την οσφυν] cincta in lumbis a bce. αἱ 

om αὐτου a Ὁ 

ayptov] montisabed 

Neywr] et dixitabedc. Da (6! 63 et dicebat) 

ικανος]Ϊ dignusabcdc. G! G* arm 

υποδηματων αὐτου] calceamenti eius b c. L syr*! 
Clem#!, caleeamentorum c 

inoovs} dominus Iesus ab cd 

vataper] Nazorath abe 

ιορδανην] Iordanem flumen ab cd (sed non liquet 
utrum es reddat an ev), in Iordanem flumen a 
Tohanne d c. (© fam! fam® 28 565 700 G! NBL 
33 D ἃ bff, pesh arm Orig) 

oupavous σχιζομενους] apertos caelos a Ὁ cc. G! G? 
D 

eyevero| dixit b, erat dicens ac 

εν ὦ] ἴῃ ἰδ ἃ Ὁ ὁ 6. Θ fam! fam® 28 565 700 G! G? 
NBLAD a c fi, 1 vg boh pesh syr®“ arm aeth 
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i. 20 Zebedaeum patrem eorum (hoc ordine) e (cf 


21 


22 


23 
24 


26 
27 


28 


29 


36 


9: 


98 


99 
40 


Georg’) 

απηλθον] venerunt (= nov?) ad eos 6 

καφαρναουμ 6 c. Θ fam 565 700 G! G*4 NBA 33 
DW lat vg boh arm Orig 

om εἰσελθων ec. fam™® 28 565 αἱ NCLA boh pesh 
Orig 

γραμματεῖς avrwy ec. CMA 33 c f g? pesh syr 
aeth 

evdus nv 6 6. fam! NBL 33 boh Orig 

om eae c. 8 565 NBDW lat vg bok syr®” pesh aeth 

nes] venisti enim e 

σπαραξαν] percussit ec. G? 

om τις ec. Θ fam! 565 700 G NBL 33 boh aeth 
arm 

n διδαχὴ ἡ καινη αὐτὴ] haec doctrina nova 6 

επιτασσει] ejicit e 

εξηλθε δεῖ και e&n\Oe e c. 8 700 G! G? NBCLAM 
33 DW pesh aeth 

om evdus e c. Θ fam! 28 565 700 G! G28 bcefi, gq 
boh arm aeth 

add in totam terram ante ets oAnv (= πανταχουῦ) 
ce. (fam! S°BCL b e q boh) 

evdews ex της συναγωγῆς εξελθοντες] egressi statim e 
synagoga e (cf G’) 

κατεδιωξαν] persecutus est ab cc. Θ 28 565 700 
G' NBMU ff: ρὲ vg boh 

evpovres] Cum invenissentabecc. D ad ἢ f vg 

pesh syr™® arm 

mavres| omnis populus a bc 

ζἕητουσι ce] te quaerunt abcc. fam® 565 ATITW 
af 

ἐχομενας] proximas (cf eyyus D lat vg) abe 

κωμοπολεις] civitates abc 

nv] venit abec. 0 NBL boh aeth 

Nerpos] unus homo leprosus a Ὁ cc. G? 

γονυπέτων avrov] procubuit super genua sua ante 
eumabcecc. G8 


hel 
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14 


15 


CAESAREAN TEXT OF MARK O17 
ot] domine a bc. Θ 700 G? CLW ς e fl; σι boh 


arm aeth, domine noster c 

o δε ιησους] dominus autem Jesus a Ὁ c 

nyaro] appropinquavit ἃ Ὁ c (cf arm) 

λέπρα] lepra eius abc 

σεαυτον δειξον] monstra teabecc. G! 63 DW lat 
vg arm 

προσενεΎκε] offer oblationem a bcc. arm 

πατριδα] civitatem a Ὁ ce (ef civitatem suam 
pesh, regionem arm G) 

axovovres| audierunt et ἃ Ὁ c (non arm G) 

λεγοντες] et dicebant abce. arm G 

0 τέκτων O vos μαριας] puer fabri et filius Mariam 
abe (cf ο του rexrovos, vos μαριας 565) 

μαρια5] Mariam ab ce. 28 

om οὐκ abcc. G* 

ιησους] dominus Jesus a Ὁ ὁ 

omortabcec. Θ fam® 565 700 α! G? AS pesh 
arm aeth 

ατιμος]Ϊ contemptus abc (cf G?) arm 

πατριδι] civitatem ab ec (cf pesh), regionem 
arm G 

om kat εν τὴ οικια αὐτου abce. G! Ge 

exe. . . ποιήσαι] facere illic nec unam potesta- 
tem abe 

o Bactdevs ηρωδη] Herodes rex ab cc. 565 700 
G? DF a b ec fi pesh syr*" arm aeth 

To ονομὰα αὐτοῦ] nomen eius domini Iesu abe (cf 
nomen Iesu Gt?) 

o βαπτιζων] baptistaabec. Θ fam® 28 700 WDS 
33 abe fig vg syr®™ 

εκ vexpwv nyepOn| resurrexit 6 mortuis ab cc. 565 
700 (6) SBLAD 33 lat vg boh pesh syr%™ > 
arm aeth 

ἐνεργουσιν at dvvapes| potestates operantur ἃ Ὁ c 
c. 8 565 ΔΚΗ 33 aff, vg pesh syr®“ arm 

αλλοιΪ] et alii (αλλοι δε) abece. (Θ fam! fam® 28 
565 700 W α' NBAD al pler) 
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ἡλιας ἐστιν] est Eliasabe 

αλλοι de] et alia bec. G8 

ezev| dicebat acc. 0 NBCLA 33 arm 

om o7tabcce. 8 fam! 28 565 700 NSBLD 33 lat 
vg pesh syr>“ arm aeth 

ov... wavvnr] hic est Johannes quem ego 
decollavi a Ὁ cc. Θ fam! 565 700 a bi q (boh) 

ηγερθη ex νεκρων] resurrexitc c. WGNBLA 33 boh 

εἐδησεν] iecit Ὁ c. pesh pers? (cf εδησεν avrov και 
εβαλεν εἰς φυλακην Θ fam 28 700 (565) G?) 

eyaunoe| adsociavit abc 

edeyev] dicebat ei a bce. 33 

omo7m abcec. 28 Dc fff, σι 1 vg aeth 

exe] ut sit tecumabe 

evecxe] obiurgavit Ὁ, suavis erat el ac 

εὐκαιρου] specialis a b ὁ 

τοις μεγιστασι] cum magnatibus Ὁ c. αἱ 

om αὐτῆς ab cc. fam! G! G? syr*™" pesh arm aeth 
boh bc f 

om kat ὠὡμοσεν. . . dwow cor.abece. fam! W G? 
T syr®!2 

αἰτησομαι] petatabe 

μετα σπουδης] cum studio abe 

θέλω wa μοι dws εξ αυτης] volo protinus ut des abc 
c. α! (G?) 

περιλυπος yevouevos| contristatus est a bc 

δια Tous opxous] propter autem iusiurandum a Ὁ c 
ec. α! G? 

nOednoe] volebat a bcc. fam! II* (ηθελε) 

abernoa| vim facere abc 

evexOnvat| ferre c. G! G? NBCA arm 

axovoayres] audierunt .. etabe 

μαθηται αὐτου] discipuli (casu omisit αὐτου) a bc 

και ἡραν] ceperunt a bec 

και συναγονται] et convenerunt autem acc. G! G? 

προς Tov tnoovv] cum domino c, cum domino [651 
ab 
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παντα Katoca] omnia quae abcc. 28 (6 fam! 565 
G' αὐ NBCLA D 33 lat vg boh pesh arm aeth) 

κλασματων] fragmenta fc. 28 BLA 

και noav] erant autem f 


Tous aprouvs] panem f 

om woe fc. fam® W G! BLAATIID boh pesh 

syr™ syr*™ lat 

εμβηναι] ascendere f 

Tov οχλον] τοὺς οχλους f c. fam! 565 700 

και evdevy]| et cum viderit (= καὶ ιδων) f c. OW 
NBLAD lat boh 

ev Tw ἐλαυνειν] in mari quod erant euntes f 

evavtios avrots| add verba quaedam obscura, cir- 
citer ‘solum ad imbrem’ f 

περιπατουντα ert τῆς θαλασσης] emt της θαλασσης πε- 
ριπατουντα fc. © NBLA 88 syr*™” 

ore Εγγιζουσι] cum adpropinquarent g c. fam!* M 

αποστελλει] misit g c. fam! G! G? FH lat pesh 
syr™" arm aeth 

dvo] duo ex gc. αἱ G 

ovdets] adhuc nemo gc. ΚΠ al (nemo adhuc G?) 

(κεκαθικεν in lacuna ante ovzw ovédes fuisse videtur) 

λυσαντες avrov] solvite (sine avrov) et gc. G syr®™ 
pesh hel arm aeth (cf SBCA etc) 

ayayere] add eum g 

εαν τις υμιν εἰπὴ] si dicet vobis quis g (cf G!) 

τι ποιειτε Touro] cur vos solvitis pullum g c. Θ 
fam" 28 565 700 D ab fff, arm Orig 

0 Κυριος αὐτου χρειαν exer] domino opus est eius g 

avrov ἀποστέλλει] mittit eum gc. Θ (G! G?) 

και εζητουν] om και h (ita ut apxvepes cum εζητουν 
coniungatur) c. D lat 

eye] dixit hc. 8 565 700 G syr" 

αποκριθεις] respondit et a bcc. α! 63 

tngovs| dominus Iesus ἢ 

Neve] dixit acc. Θ 565 700 G! G? syr* arm 

exere] si sit in vobisabche. Θ fam® 28 565 G! 
& 33 Ὁ abi arm syr*™ 
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ΧΙ. 23 


24 


25 


26 


27 


28 


29 


ol 


om yap abcc. 9 fam! 28 565 700 G! G7 SBND 
lat vg syr®" arm 

ope. Tovrw| huic monti ἢ 

Kat βληθητι] lacere (sine καὶ) abe 

a λεγει]ΐ o λαλει reddere videtur abche. Θ 565 
NBN 33 ak συγ 

ywera] yernoera reddit abche. G 

o εαν] omne quod ἃ Ὁ ὁ ἢ (= οσα εαν ?) c. Θ 565 
700 

δια τουτο] propter hoc igitur ἢ 

παντα] quia omnia ἢ 

προσευχομενοι αἰτεισθεΪ] αἰτησητε προσευχομενοι red- 
dere videtur abc he. (Θ 28 565 700) 

εσται] fiet a bc, fiet vobis ἢ 

εἰ TL ἐχετε κατα τινος] quod in animis vestris sit 
contra aliquem h 

αφὴη] remittet ἢ 

om totum comma ἢ c. 565 700 W G'G? NBLSA 
k | boh arm aeth 

epxovra] venerunt hc. af g! 

ερχονται 2°] venerunt ἢ 

Kat λεγουσι] dicentes ἢ 

mis. . . edwxev] quis dedit tibi hance potestatem 
ἢ (cf fam!) 

ταυτα ποιης] facias haec ἢ 

o δε ιησους] dominus [65115 (sine δε) ἢ 

ταυτα Tow] facio haec ἢ 

λεγοντεςὶ dicentes quid dicemus ἢ c. 6 fam™ 28 
565 WD abcff, 1 

εξ ovpavov] quia e caelo hc. Θ fam™® arm 

ερει] dicet nobis ἢ c. Θ fam! fam® 565 700 W G! 
G? DM lat vg syr*™ 


These variants seem to prove that the Palestinian Syriac in 
its present form is a debased representative of the Syriac which 
underlies the Armenian. Nor can it be doubted that it was 
based on Caesarean Greek manuscripts. It does not, however, 
follow that the original Syriac version of this type was made 
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from the Greek directly into the Palestinian dialect. There is 
indeed no proof that it was not so made, but the Palestinian 
form may be a revision of an earlier text in the literary, or 
Edessene, dialect. In favor of this possibility is the fact that 
we have no reason to suppose that any extensive Palestinian- 
Syriac literature ever existed, and that the best Syriac scholars 
think that the Palestinian dialect was not used for literary pur- 
poses until the sixth century, when political and ecclesiastical 
troubles divided the Syriac-speaking Christians of Coele-Syria 
from those of Mesopotamia. It is conceivable that the Syriac 
text of the Theophania of Eusebius, which is extant in the 
Edessene dialect in a manuscript written in the year 411, and 
is thus earlier than the Peshitto, may contain traces of the 
original version. The quotations from Mark in the Syriac 
Theophania undoubtedly represent the same Caesarean text 
as is found in the Greek of Eusebius elsewhere; of course they 
may have been translated directly from the Greek, but they 
may owe their origin to an earlier Syriac of Caesarean type. 

This question has been discussed, but for a different purpose 
and from a different point of view, by F. C. Burkitt in 
his Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, vol. II, pp. 166 ff. He was 
anxious to show that there is no evidence earlier than Rabbula 
for the use of the Peshitto; and it was obviously essential to 
show that the translation of Eusebius contained in a manu- 
script dated a.p. 411 did not use it. His conclusion is that the 
translator probably translated the Greek of Eusebius into Syriac 
without actually replacing the quotations from scripture by the 
corresponding passages from a Syriac version, but that he was 
influenced in his renderings by a knowledge of the Evangelion 
da-Mepharreshe. Plainly the question may now be raised 
whether the translator was influenced by the Evangelion da- 
Mepharreshe or by the version which we have postulated on 
Georgian and Armenian evidence. The passages discussed by 
Burkitt happen not to include quotations from Mark; we 
therefore append the text of the Syriac Theophania, the Evan- 
gelion da-Mepharreshe, and the Peshitto for the longest quo- 
tation from Mark found in the Theophania. 
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Mark xiv. 66-72 
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It seems to us that this, like the passages discussed by Bur- 
kitt, shows that the Peshitto was not used, and that the Evan- 
gelion da-Mepharreshe may have been known, directly or in- 
directly. We do not see any very clear criterion to enable more 
to be said. 
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The difficulty is that in any case the textual character of the 
quotations in Eusebius and of the ‘postulated’ Syriac version 
is the same; both belong to the Caesarean family. Doubtless 
complete knowledge of the ‘postulated’ version and of the 
Caesarean Greek text would reveal some difference between 
them. We suspect, for instance, that the ‘postulated’ version 
was influenced somewhat more by the Evangelion da-Mephar- 
reshe than the Caesarean Greek manuscripts were by the text 
from which the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe was made. But 
this distinction between the ‘postulated’ version and the Greek 
manuscripts has not yet been examined; nor can this be done 
without further study of the Georgian and Armenian, as well 
as of the Greek text. For the present it will be well to keep an 
open mind on the question of the relation between the ‘postu- 
lated’ version and the Syriac Theophania. 

In any case, even if no help can be found in the Theophania, 
the three manuscripts of the Palestinian lectionary are prob- 
ably somewhat nearer to the Syriac version from which they 
are derived than is the Armenian of Zohrab’s edition to the 
earliest Armenian version, and it ought to be possible for Orien- 
talists by the use of the Georgian, Armenian, and Syriac to 
come appreciably nearer to the original form of the version. To 
reconstruct this Syriac text is a task cognate to, but not iden- 
tical with, the reconstruction of the Caesarean Greek text which 
underlies it. The Syriac problem demands a highly special- 
ized linguistic knowledge of Syriac in all its forms which we are 
far from possessing, and ultimately we should like to ask three 
questions of those who have it. 

(1) How far did this Syriac version which must underlie the 
extant Palestinian Syriac fragments differ from the Greek text 
of Caesarea, as that can now be reconstructed? Was it, for 
instance, in any way influenced either in rendering or in text 
by the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe? 

(2) Does this version appear to have been known either to 
Rabbula or to Thomas of Harkel? 

(3) Did the Syriac translator of Eusebius use this version 
or did he translate Eusebius’s quotations without reference to 
any Syriac version of the gospels? 
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IV. Conc.Lusion 


The preceding investigations appear to prove three points. 

(1) The comparison of the Greek manuscripts studied shows 
that, though all represent the same underlying text, each has 
been partly but independently corrected by the influence of the 
Ecclesiastical text. The tabular presentation given above 
(pp. 213-246) indicates that no one of these manuscripts is 
perfect, and that no one of them can be wholly neglected. The 
patristic evidence, more especially the long quotation in the 
Demonstratio Evangelica of Eusebius, confirms this result. 
No single manuscript is as good as the quotations in the De- 
monstratio, but the group of manuscripts taken together re- 
present very exactly the text which Eusebius used. Codex 
Theodorae (565), which is certainly the best of the group, has 
been corrected by an Ecclesiastical type of text in perhaps 
20 or 30 per cent of variants, but in almost every case one or 
another codex of the group supports Eusebius, and a recon- 
struction based on the principle of eliminating Ecclesiastical 
readings in each manuscript would produce a text substantially 
true to type. This has been attempted in Excursus IV. There 
are also a very few readings where either the text of Eusebius 
has suffered in transmission or else variants in the text repre- 
sented by the group were already present in the fourth century. 
Obviously both these possibilities are intrinsically likely and 
neither excludes the other. 

(2) The Patristic evidence discussed in Part ITI (pp. 259-285) 
carries the investigation further. It partly confirms and partly 
modifies the conclusion of Streeter that this text was found by 
Origen in Caesarea. It was certainly used by him there, and 
(contrary to Streeter’s view) was also used by Eusebius. But 
was it found by Origen in Caesarea or brought thither by him? 
On that question we have no firm convictions; the problem, 
which is stated more fully below, remains to be worked out. 

(3) The evidence of the Oriental versions set forth in Part 
III (pp. 286-323), extends our knowledge of the use made of 
this Caesarean text. It shows that it was the basis of the Old 
Armenian version, now best preserved in the Old Georgian 
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version, which was made from it. We believe that the evidence 
points clearly to a Syriac rather than a Greek original for the 
Old Armenian. But this point has been disputed, and the 
question will have to be examined by experts in the light of the 
new Georgian evidence. In any case, since the Caesarean text 
is found in the Palestinian Syriac, we think we may tentatively 
postulate a Syriac version of it as existing in the fourth century, 
and may assume that the Palestinian Syriac Lectionary is in 
some way dependent on this ‘postulated’ Syriac version. 
Such a version must have been older than the Peshitto, es- 
pecially if our suspicion be right that it was known to the trans- 
lator of the Theophania of Eusebius. 

The diagram opposite presents a picture of the results, 
some of them tentative, reached by our investigation. It must 
be viewed as subject to the necessary limitations of any such 
diagram in so complicated a matter. In the diagram extant 
forms are indicated by Clarendon type. To avoid a bewildering 
multiplicity of lines the Ecclesiastical Greek has been omitted; 
it should be understood to have affected, in varying ways, all 
stages except that of the Neutral text, the Old Syriac, the orig- 
inal Caesarean text, and perhaps of the ‘postulated’ Syriac, 
the Old Armenian, and the Old Georgian. 

The most important result of these conclusions lies in the 
problems which they raise, and it seems expedient to consider 
briefly the course which future study might profitably take. 
We begin with the more detailed and narrower questions and 
then proceed to the wider issues. 

(1) The evidence of Origen and Eusebius is sufficient to 
prove that in Caesarea in the third century a text was used 
which can be reconstructed with a relatively small margin of 
doubt from our group of manuscripts. The evidence of the Geor- 
gian, Armenian, and Palestinian Syriac versions probably shows 
that a text almost, though not quite, the same as this was cur- 
rent in Syriac in the fourth century. So much seems tolerably 
certain. The problems begin to increase in number and in 
difficulty when we come to readings where the authorities differ 
among themselves. If Origen and Eusebius differ, which is to 
be regarded as presenting the Caesarean text? If Origen and 
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Eusebius are on one side and the postulated Syriac text on the 
other, with the Greek mss. of the family divided between 
them, what explanation are we to give? What is the relation to 
the Old Syriac of readings not found in the Greek mss., but 
assumed for the postulated Syriac version on Georgian and 
Armenian evidence? 

The only answer we can offer is the suggestion that the 
Caesarean text was never a definite single entity like the Vul- 
gate or the Peshitto, but is analogous to the European Latin, 
which is not only its contemporary in time but remarkably 
similar to it in character (though not in detail). Both in the 
Caesarean text and in the European Latin we find a mixture 
of readings which seems to leave out the more striking features 
of the ‘Western’ text but to preserve many of its minor ones. 
Nevertheless, the evidence does not indicate that the ecclesiasti- 
cal circle which used these texts followed clearly defined textual 
standards.“ The mss. of the European Latin can be easily 
recognized as neither African nor Vulgate; they were used at 
one period in one place, but they are full of variation. That is 
exactly the situation revealed by the Caesarean authorities. 
Excursus IV gives a reconstruction of the text for the three 
chapters which we have been studying, with an apparatus 
criticus of all the readings which seem to us to belong to the 
complex of variants which we call the Caesarean ‘text.’ This 
reconstructed text seems to us to show clearly that if time and 
opportunity permit it will be possible to edit a text of the 
gospels which can reasonably claim an authority equal to that 
of a fourth- or even third-century Greek Ms. used in Caesarea, 
just as an edition of a biff* could claim an authority equal 
to that of a fourth-century Latin ΜΒ. used in Italy. Each claim 
would be subject to a certain amount of deduction for fortuitous 
error, but it would be substantially sound. 

But before such a reconstruction could be made with perfect 
accuracy (though it may prove desirable not to wait for per- 
fection), certain preliminary investigations are desirable. 

6 Did such standards exist for the New Testament before the fifth century? The 


earliest fixed texts that we know with certainty are the Peshitto and the Vulgate. 
Did Lucian or Hesychius standardize in the same way that Jerome did? 
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(a) We greatly need a proper edition of the Old Armenian. 
In our study of this version use was made among others of 
photographs of the gospel codex, Jerusalem 2555. The number 
of Caesarean readings which it contains is striking, and a glance 
at the evidence published by Macler shows that this is true of 
other early Armenian codices. Would it be impossible for 
European and American scholars to codperate with native 
Armenian scholars to produce an edition of the Armenian New 
Testament in which the pertinent evidence of Georgian and 
Syriac sources should be incorporated in a manner comparable 
to Wordsworth and White’s treatment of the Old Latin (espe- 
cially of the Acts and epistles) in their edition of the Vulgate? 

(ὃ) The Greek mss. with which we have dealt are for the 
most part well edited and accessible. But there are certain 
exceptions. 

Codex 28 has not been accurately published. We were fortu- 
nate enough to have access to an admirable collation of this 
very difficult ms. by H. C. Hoskier, and this is the basis of our 
statements as to its readings, but other students have not this 
advantage and Codex 28 certainly ought to be published. 
Meanwhile we are immensely indebted to Mr. Hoskier for his 
kindness. 

Again, since the publication of the text of Family 13 and of 
Family 1 our knowledge of the members of these two families 
has been increased. Family 1 is now known to include another 
Ms. (1582 = Vatopedi 949), and family 13 includes 543, 788, 
826, 828, and 983 as well as the original four (13, 69, 124, and 
346) collated by Ferrar. Of these only 543 has been published 
(in Scrivener’s Adversaria Critica Sacra). They are included in 
von Soden’s apparatus, but too obscurely and often too inaccu- 
rately for convenient use. Codex 1582 adds little to our know- 
ledge of family 1, though it certainly ought to be published, and 
we hope before long to print a collation of it which has been 
made by Mrs. Frederick Winslow. It was written, according 
to a colophon, in 949, a date earlier than can be assigned to 
any of the previously known members of the family, and al- 
though this date may be questioned, the manuscript was cer- 
tainly written not later than the 11th century. Its text is 
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closely like that of Codex 1, though perhaps not quite so good; 
the addition of its readings would not lead to any serious change 
in the reconstruction of the text of family 1. Ultimately it will 
also be desirable to consider the relation of family 1 to Codex 22 
and other mss. grouped with the latter by von Soden, but a 
preliminary investigation leads us to expect relatively small 
results from such a study. The new mss. of family 13 are more 
important. We hope to publish at least some parts of them 
before long, chiefly from photographs in our possession. They 
show that there are two sub-families within the Ferrar group. 
A collation will probably increase considerably the number of 
Caesarean readings, and the question of the relation between 
the two sub-families will prove interesting and difficult. 

(c) Perhaps the most important piece of work which remains 
is the double task of collecting and studying the quotations 
from the other gospels in Origen and Eusebius. The studies 
which we have published have been intentionally limited to 
the text of Mark, and their results cannot safely be applied to 
the other gospels. Moreover, although we understand that 
Streeter’s researches have led him to the conclusion that the 
text of the quotations from John in Origen’s commentary on 
that gospel is consistently Neutral, little evidence has as yet 
been published on the point. A doubt arises when we re- 
member that Streeter was misled in thinking that Origen 
abandoned the Neutral text when he removed to Caesarea; 
may it not be that Origen did not use the Neutral text in 
Alexandria at all? In the quotations from Mark the evidence 
shows (1) that he used the Neutral text after his arrival in 
Caesarea, (2) that the copy which he used was a mixed type 
(Neutral up to the middle of Mark xii and thereafter of the 
type of family 0), and (3) that in later writings he used only the 
text of family 6. For Mark there is not sufficient evidence to 
prove conclusively what text Origen used in Alexandria. We 
must return to this point later, but plainly the important 
question whether he used the Neutral text at all in Alexandria, 
can perhaps be answered by investigating the quotations from 
all the gospels in books i-v of the Commentary on John. Un- 
fortunately we did not see this point until too late to deal with 
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it in this article, but we hope to report on it before long. The 
matter is complicated by the facts that there are very few 
quotations from Matthew and Luke in these books, that there 
are noticeably fewer variants in John than in Mark, and that 
some of the family-6 manuscripts of great value in Mark may 
desert their allegiance in the other gospels. 

Scarcely less important than the quotations of Origen are 
those of Eusebius, for which the manuscript tradition, though 
not perfect, is far better. These must be collected, gospel by 
gospel, and compared with the reconstructed text of family 0. 
We hope to do this in the course of time, but it is not a small 
piece of work. 


By such methods as these, and with these preliminaries com- 
pleted in full or in part, it would be entirely possible to recon- 
struct a fair picture of the text in use in Caesarea in the fourth 
century, or even in the third, and of the amount of variation in 
it. 

What light would this throw on the history of the gospel 
text in general? 

The first problem which for many years is likely to engage 
at least the intermittent attention of all students of the New 
Testament is the origin of the Neutral text. The little more 
which can be said about it today as compared with fifty years 
ago intensifies rather than relieves the problem. Let us state 
the facts as we see them. 

In the fourth century the Neutral text was used by Athana- 
sius. This statement we take on trust from von Soden and 
others, who have examined the question; we do not ourselves 
know from actual study whether it is true, still less whether 
it is possible to determine the type of Athanasius’ text as that 
found in B or in δὲ or in LA; the statement is commonly made 
that the Athanasian text is in the main that of B. It is cer- 
tain that these questions cannot be settled without consid- 
ering the places in which Athanasius wrote. He was indeed 
bishop of Alexandria, but something like half his episcopate was 
spent in exile. Was he using the same type of manuscript 
throughout? The situation discovered in the case of Origen’s 
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quotations may well be found repeated with Athanasius. We 
will assume, however, for the moment that the quotations of 
Athanasius, when studied in detail, will confirm the accepted 
view that he always used a Neutral text of the B-type, and that 
he did so because it was the text used in Alexandria. 

Almost at the same time that Athanasius was writing, 
8 and B were being made. A good case can be made for the 
Alexandrian origin of B. As to δὲ claims are made both for 
Alexandria and for Caesarea, and we shall probably never know 
with complete certainty. The case for Alexandria is stated in 
Lake’s introduction to the photographic facsimile of the Codex 
Sinaiticus. Some fresh arguments for Caesarea have been 
recently urged by Lagrange in the Revue Biblique (January, 
1926, p. 91). It should be noted in this connection that one 
point which seems not to have been brought out before is that 
the corrections made in the gospels by S° (who probably 
worked in Caesarea) appear to have no connection whatever 
with the Caesarean text, but to have considerable affinities with 
the text of L. We have some statistics bearing on this subject 
which we hope to publish before long. Another line of evi- 
dence, which can hardly be brought into doubt, for the Egyp- 
tian use of the Neutral text of the other gospels in the fourth 
century is to be found in the papyrus fragments, but unfortu- 
nately it does not apply to Mark, of which no early papyri 
have been discovered. 

Thus, though there is no doubt that the Neutral text was 
in existence in the fourth century, and was used in Egypt, the 
evidence is less extensive than is often supposed. And if we go 
back seventy years, from Athanasius to Origen, although we still 
find the same text, yet so far as the gospel of Mark is concerned 
there is no evidence that clearly connects it with Alexandria, 
and it may belong to Caesarea. 

This unexpected conclusion is the result of the investigation 
on pp. 261 ff. That shows that nothing enables us to identify 
certainly the type of text of the gospel of Mark used in Alex- 
andria by Origen. There is only one really significant quotation 
(from Mark i. 1 f.), and in this the Neutral text and the Cae- 
sarean are almost the same. There are however two variants, 
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both pointing to the Caesarean rather than the Neutral text, 
though not decisively, and it is interesting to notice that the 
Codex Sinaiticus is once more a factor in our hesitation. 

The first is the omission by Origen of υἱοῦ τοῦ Θεοῦ in 
Mark i. 1. This is undoubtedly a Caesarean reading, for it is 
supported by Θ 28, the Georgian, Armenian, and Palestinian 
Syriac. Since it is also found in Irenaeus, it may be the ‘ West- 
ern, and even the ‘true,’ text, but was it the Neutral reading? 
The only evidence that it was is the support given to it by N. 
Thus in order to prove that Origen while in Alexandria used 
the Neutral text of Mark, it is necessary to maintain that in 
this passage 8 alone among the ancient codices has preserved 
the Neutral text. It seems to us more probable that there is 
a Western or a Caesarean element in N. 

The second variant is less striking. In vs. 2 all the early 
authorities, including both Caesarean and Neutral, read ‘in 
Isaiah the prophet,’ instead of ‘in the prophets’ of the later 
texts, but the Caesarean text has ‘Hoaia, and the Neutral text 
τῷ ᾿Ησαίᾳ. Origen’s quotation omits the article and is in so far 
definitely Caesarean. Of course no one would build a large 
theory on the omission of an article, but it is a significant fact 
that at the only two points where the Caesarean and Neutral 
texts vary in this quotation from Mark i. 1 f. Origen stands on 
the Caesarean side. 

Thus, so far as the evidence goes, and it obviously does not 
go far enough to give certainty, it would seem that for his text 
of Mark Origen during his early days in Alexandria used a 
codex akin to family 0, then deserted it in favor of a copy of 
Mark with a Neutral text (at least in the first twelve chapters) 
which he found in Caesarea, and finally, some years later, re- 
verted to the 0-text which he had formerly used in Alexandria. 

But if this is so, we are as far as ever from knowing the origin 
or history of the Neutral text of Mark. We can assume with 
fair probability that when Origen left Alexandria — in some 
perturbation and rather hurriedly — he did not take with him 
any manuscript of Mark. He would consequently use at first 
those which he found in Caesarea. Later on he was able to 
obtain copies of the text which he had formerly used. But we 
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cannot in the smallest degree explain why the text which Origen 
used for a short time in Caesarea and soon abandoned should 
have been taken up in the following century by Athanasius. 
The alternative view introduces difficulties of its own. If 
we suppose that our interpretation of the evidence furnished 
by the quotation of Mark 1. 1 f. is wrong, and that Origen 
really did use a Neutral text in Alexandria, it becomes easier 
to see why Athanasius used that text, but in that case Origen 
must have taken a manuscript of it with him to Caesarea, and 
then after a few years been converted to the belief that the 
text of the 0-family which he found in Caesarea was really 
better, so that he used it for the rest of his life. If so, what was 
the argument which convinced him? If we only knew! 
Continuing to use the Neutral text as a starting point, let 
us assume that even if its place and date of origin be unknown, 
it can be fixed as a fourth-century Alexandrian text by the evi- 
dence of Athanasius in combination with the papyri and the 
well-known group of mss. headed by 8 and B, just as the text 
of family Θ is known to be a fourth-century Caesarean text by 
the evidence of Eusebius in combination with a group of Mss. 
headed by Θ and 565. The two problems which immediately 
arise are as to the relation of this Neutral text to the Caesarean 
text and to the group of which CLAW 33 are the most important. 
To take the latter question first, CLAW33 present a text 
which is in the main Neutral, though somewhat corrected by 
the Ecclesiastical text; but it also contains a remarkable sedi- 
ment, as it were, of ‘Western’ readings. Since Barnard and 
Burkitt pointed out the largely ‘Western’ character of the 
quotations from the gospels in Clement of Alexandria (‘‘ The 
Biblical Text of Clement of Alexandria,’’ Texts and Studies V), 
it has been natural to suggest that the ‘Western’ element in the 
Alexandrian mss. may be a survival from the old ‘Western’ text 
used by Clement. But the point has never been worked out, and 
perhaps the material is too meagre for any convincing treatment. 
The relation of the Neutral to the Caesarean text is, of course, 
a new problem only in so far as the identification of family 0 
with Caesarea now makes it possible to date and localize that 
family. The situation is this. There is no decisive evidence to 
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prove that the Neutral text is older than the Caesarean, or the 
Caesarean than the Neutral; both can be traced back to the 
third century, both were used by Origen, neither can be proved 
to have been used before his time. Moreover, they are closely 
connected. Nearly half the readings which are not found in 
the Ecclesiastical text but are in the Caesarean are also found 
in the Neutral. The remainder of the Caesarean readings are 
either “Western’ (Syriac or Latin) or are peculiar. The facts 
could be explained equally well as due (1) to the correction of 
a Neutral text by a ‘Western’ standard, producing the Caesar- 
ean text, or (2) to the correction of a ‘Western’ text by a 
Neutral standard, also producing the Caesarean text, or (3) to 
the creation of the Neutral text by a revision of the Caesarean 
text. In this last case the so-called ‘Western’ readings of the 
Caesarean would consist of ancient readings, also found in 
‘Western’ authorities, which happened not to be adopted for 
the newly created Neutral text. We do not at present see any 
criterion which would enable a choice to be made between these 
possibilities. The investigation would have to proceed by a 
study of the internal probability of the readings in detail, which 
might or might not lead to a conclusion. 

We rather incline to think that a more correct view of the 
situation can be obtained by considering the full importance 
of the suggestion that the early text really resolves itself into 
a number of local texts which are, as it were, interlocking. The 
divergence between these local texts can be stated in terms of 
time as well as of place. Let us rapidly review the known facts. 

What do we know about the text in the second century? 
We have only two, or at the most three, perfectly certain wit- 
nesses: Irenaeus, Tertullian, and Clement of Alexandria, and 
the last of these gives relatively little help, even apart from the 
uncertainty whether any of his works were written before the 
third century or in Alexandria. To these might perhaps be 
added Tatian, if we knew what text he used in making the 
Diatessaron and what he did with it. But we do know some- 
thing of the text used by Irenaeus and of that used by Tertul- 
lian, although the latter’s writings were in part composed in 
the third century: they both used cognate forms of the ‘West- 
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ern’ text. So far as we can see, the text used by Clement 
of Alexandria was of the same nature, and those who claim 
knowledge of the text used by Tatian generally put it into the 
same class. What more do we really know of the text of the 
second century? It is often stated that the Old Syriac and 
Old Latin belong to that century. It is quite possible that they 
do. But proof has never been given. Who can say with com- 
plete certainty whether Tertullian used a Latin version or him- 
self translated the Greek, and who can prove that the Old 
Syriac existed before the year 200? If, however, the hypothesis 
be accepted that both Old Latin and Old Syriac belong to the 
second century, we have merely greatly increased the evidence 
for the existence of two local texts, one belonging to Africa and 
the other to Mesopotamia, which are classed together as 
‘Western’ in the sense that they are not Neutral, but for no 
other good reason. ‘They differ very markedly from each other, 
though they also frequently agree against all the later types. 
Turning to the third century proper, we find that certainly 
in Carthage and probably in Edessa, locally the two extremes 
of Christianity, the second-century ‘Western’ text was still 
preserved. It was used by Cyprian in Carthage and, a little 
later, by Aphraates in Mesopotamia, though in his case the 
question is complicated by his use of the Diatessaron. And in 
Africa the same text was used for at least another century and 
a half. Augustine still used the African text, substantially 
unchanged since the time of Cyprian, until he was converted 
to the use of the Vulgate. Ephrem Syrus never used 
anything but the Diatessaron in the gospels and a strongly 
‘Western’ text of Acts of which no manuscript has survived. 
Leaving these two extremes and turning to the central 
districts, we find that at the end of the third century and the 
beginning of the fourth three texts were dominant. In Italy 
the European Latin was supreme; in Caesarea the Caesarean 
text was in use, and there is no further trace of the Neutral 
text there, although it had earlier been used in Caesarea by 
Origen; in Alexandria the Neutral text had become dominant. 
These three texts — European Latin, Caesarean, and Neutral— 
seem to hold an interior position both in time and place. They 
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stand half-way in point of time between the ‘Western’ text of 
the second century and the Ecclesiastical text of the fifth, and 
they occupy a geographical position in the centre of Chris- 
tianity between Carthage and Edessa. The problem is whether 
they are revisions or ‘primitive’ texts. Unfortunately we do 
not know what were the central texts in the second century. 
Did Italy and Palestine use at that time the same type of text 
as they did in the third century, or had they then the same type 
as the exterior districts, and did they revise it so as to produce 
the Caesarean text and the European Latin? The European 
Latin is thought by many of the best Latin scholars to be a re- 
vision of the African, but textually it not infrequently agrees 
with the Neutral and Caesarean against the African; or, to put 
the matter in another way, when there is a difference of reading 
between Carthage and Edessa the Italian, Alexandrian, and 
Palestinian texts agree sometimes with one, sometimes with 
the other, and we suspect, though we do not at present know 
the facts, that the text of Rome will prove more often to agree 
with Carthage and the text of Caesarea more often with Edessa. 
Does this mean survival or revision? If it be revision, by what 
standard was the revision made? 

If Burkitt be right in holding that the Evangelion da-Mephar- 
reshe represents the Greek text used in Antioch in the second 
century, and C. H. Turner right in holding that the African 
Latin version was made in Rome, the ‘geographically extreme’ 
character of the evidence for the text of the second century is 
unimportant. There is much to be said for both of these views, 
especially for Burkitt’s; if they are accepted, the case for re- 
garding the third-century texts as revisions is certainly strength- 
ened. But at present it is safer not to treat either of the two 
theories as established. 

The general picture which is presented is that of a widespread 
tendency toward a more uniform text, a movement which cul- 
minated in the fourth and fifth centuries in the production of 
the Antiochian and Ecclesiastical texts. The view of Westcott 
and Hort, that the Neutral text was always in existence, 
would probably lead to the conclusion that knowledge of 
it brought about this tendency to assimilation. A plausible 
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suggestion is that of J. H. Ropes, that the Neutral text repre- 
sents the text of the gospels before the four-fold canon was 
adopted, and the ‘Western’ text a reworking of it for the pur- 
poses of the four-fold canon. It may be so, or it may be the 
other way. The African Latin and the Old Syriac may have 
been the ‘pre-canonical’ text. In any case Ropes would agree 
with us that the only way in which this can be proved is by 
the consideration of internal probability of readings, in that 
limited number of cases which lend themselves to this method 
of inquiry. Which is, in itself, the better text — that is, the 
one more likely to have been written first — the ‘Western’ 
text or the Neutral? The introduction of this question makes 
the situation today curiously like that which existed in the 
time of Westcott and Hort. In those days Burgon maintained 
vehemently that the text of the minuscules represented an old 
text which had been forgotten at the time of the making of 
S and B but was later recovered by the church. The answer 
made to him was that the Neutral text was proved to be the 
‘true’ text by the objective evidence of Mss., versions, and 
fathers which supported it against the Textus Receptus. 
Against the minuscules of the Middle Ages Hort successfully 
advanced the superior antiquity of δὲ B Origen and Athanasius. 
Now the position of the text is reversed. The evidence of Origen 
has proved ambiguous, and the most that can be said is that 
the Neutral text is one of the Greek texts, but not the only one, 
current in the third century. The evidence of the second cen- 
tury, fragmentary though it be, supports (as Westcott and 
Hort frankly admitted) the claims of a text which neither 
Burgon nor Hort advocated, though Rendel Harris inclined to 
it — the ‘Western’ text. The ‘Western’ evidence is earlier 
than the Neutral, though that does not necessarily prove that 
the ‘Western’ text is the earlier. If, however, we are after all 
to believe that the text of the later witnesses is better than that 
of the earlier ones it can only be by reversing the method of 
Hort, who was followed by Sanday, and by insisting on subjec- 
tive rather than objective criticism. This we believe is right. 
Ultimately all intelligent criticism is subjective. 
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Meanwhile something remains for objective methods. It 
may be that Westcott and Hort did not reconstruct, as they 
believed themselves to have done, the ‘original text’ of the 
Greek Testament; but they at least printed a text which with 
very slight change and the addition of a simple apparatus 
would give us one of the great ‘central’ texts of the third cen- 
tury. Wordsworth and White’s Vulgate includes (especially in 
Acts and epistles) an adequate presentation of the European 
Latin; we hope that the present article has shown how the same 
could be done for another ‘central’ text — the Caesarean. 
Finally, it would not be impossible, though it would be some- 
what more difficult, to give in a usable form all the available 
evidence for the text of the second century. Until these things 
are done the stage is not really set for intelligent discussion of 
the ultimate questions which criticism will have to face. 
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EXCURSUS I 


Tuer EccLESIASTICAL TEXT 


Kirsopp Lake 


It is well known that as compared with the early recensions 
the vast majority of manuscripts contain a different text. But 
within the limits of this text, which von Soden called K (Kow7), 
there is considerable variation. Although in itself relatively un- 
important, this variation complicates the investigation of mixed 
texts such as are found in the group of manuscripts which 
witness to the Caesarean text. 

The situation is this. Speaking generally, all the Caesarean 
witnesses have been corrupted by the influence of the late 
Greek text. The true Caesarean text can be reached by com- 
paring the various manuscripts, and accepting as the family 
reading that which is not found in the late text. For this pur- 
pose it is generally sufficient to take the printed Textus Recep- 
tus as the late Greek text. Indeed, to do so is the only prac- 
ticable course. But difficulty arises in two directions. 

1. In aconsiderable number of readings the Textus Receptus 
differs from the majority of late mss. In these cases the mechan- 
ical application of the rule of taking the reading which is not 
in the Textus Receptus yields a result exactly the opposite 
to the one desired. 

2. Cases of triple or multiple variation. The cause here may 
be genuine variation within the Caesarean group. Each early 
type, Neutral, Western, or Caesarean, has variants within 
its own limits, and the editor of any one recension would be 
obliged to print a considerable apparatus criticus of readings 
which can lay legitimate claim to be considered true variants 
within the type, rather than corruptions introduced from out- 
side. On the other hand, the triple or multiple variation may 
be due to the fact that the several Caesarean manuscripts were 
corrupted by various late texts different from one another. 

For these reasons it is desirable to know the history of the 
late text. How far does it differ from the Textus Receptus? 
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How far does it contain variants? How far can these variants 
be regarded as forming separate recensions or groups? 

To answer these questions only two practicable lines of ap- 
proach offer themselves—the study of von Soden and the study 
of a mass of late manuscripts. 

Von Soden, in the second Abteilung of the first Part of his 
work, pp. 712-892, gives an elaborate analysis of the K-text. 
This must be supplemented by his discussion of those I-texts 
which have been largely corrected to a K-standard and of which 
he treats on pp. 1109-1275. 

His results are these. There was originally a pure K-text, of 
which the uncials 2 and V are typical examples. This he calls 
Κι, It was later twice revised, and these revisions he calls K* 
and Κ΄, There are also many manuscripts which represent the 
attempts of scribes to correct the I-text to a K-standard. Of 
these the types ΒΟΦΣΠ and K* are the ones most thoroughly 
corrected, and K* was specially popular. 

Unfortunately von Soden’s statement of the facts is so ob- 
scure that the student is continually at a loss to know what he 
is to regard as the reading of any given group, nor does von 
Soden’s apparatus criticus make matters much better. 

Despairing of ever being able to obtain clear results from von 
Soden’s pages, and questioning the validity of some of his con- 
clusions, we determined to take one chapter — Mark xi — and 
collate it in as many manuscripts as possible. It was obviously 
impracticable within the limits of reasonable time to collate all 
the gospels or even the whole of one, but we believed that a 
single chapter would show how much variation can be expected, 
and how far it is possible to detect groups. 

We collated this chapter with the Textus Receptus (Lloyd’s 
edition, Oxford, 1894) in all the manuscripts (excluding lec- 
tionaries and commentaries) on Mt. Sinai, at Patmos, and in the 
Patriarchal Library and the collection of St. Saba at Jerusalem. 

We omitted from consideration Codex 1241, which we hope to 
publish fully before long, as it has a remarkable text, for which 
von Soden’s classification is inaccurate. We did not include 
1192 and 1210, which von Soden classed with his H'-group (that 
is, fam'), because, though not specially related to family 1, they 
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seem to us to have weak Caesarean texts; but we have included 
1188, classed by von Soden in his ®-group, for in this chapter 
it is in fact not substantially different from the K-codices. 

It is desirable to emphasize that the collation is only rela- 
tively accurate. No collation can be fully trusted unless it has 
been checked at least twice; and in the nature of the case 
our collations could not be checked. In von Soden’s collations 
one detail of the method employed (which we have been 
able to avoid) increased, as it were mechanically, the gravity of 
the collators’ errors. Von Soden’s collations appear to have 
been made with a modern critical text — certainly they are 
printed as an apparatus to his own critical text. The standard 
with which the collations were made thus contained all the 
‘good’ readings, and consequently in collating a late Ms. every 
failure to observe a variant resulted in introducing the errone- 
ous indication that the ms. positively contained an early read- 
ing of a type contrary to the general type of the ms. If the colla- 
tion had been made with the ‘Textus Receptus, such slips would 
merely have caused individual (and often fortuitous) variants 
to be omitted from the apparatus. Under von Soden’s method 
the result of error in collation is to make a late Ms. appear more 
like the modern critical text than it really is; under the op- 
posite method the result is merely to make the ΜΒ. appear closer 
to the Textus Receptus than it really is. 

We print our collation in full (pp. 349-357) because we were 
surprised by two things — first, by the large number of vari- 
ants, and secondly, by the absence of close relationship between 
the mss. — and because we think that many students will be 
glad to see the result of a full collation of a considerable body 
of late Mss. 

Using our collations, we came to the conclusion that in Mark 
xi the most popular text in mss. of the tenth to the fourteenth 
century (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Ecclesiastical’ text) 
differed from the Textus Receptus in the following variants: 

xl. 1 βηθφαγη] βηθσφαγη 
2 αποστελειΪ αποστελλει 


18 απολεσουσι] απολεσωσι 
32 αλλ εαν] om εαν 
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In the group given below the evidence is such that we may 
fairly say that this later, or Ecclesiastical, text was not homo- 
geneous. Some of this variation is probably due to admix- 
ture, especially with Κα, but part of it is merely accidental. 
The readings in the following list may fairly be regarded as 
variants within the late text. Those marked with an asterisk 
are also found in K* and are quite common in the Ecclesiastical 
text. For the discussion of K* see pp. 342-346. 


ovders] *oumw ovders 
Tov πωλον] *om τον 


ΧΙ. 


ῷ 
4, 
5 εστηκοτων] ἐστωτων 
6 ενετειλατο] ενετειίλατο αὑτοις 
8 


εἰς τὴν odov bis] *ev rn οδω bis 

18 ot γὙραμματεις καὶ ot αρχιερεις] 
EPELS και OL Ὑραμματεὶς 

4] εξηρανται] εξηραται 

22 inoovs| * 

29 καγωΪ] και eyo 

31 ελογιζοντο] Ῥδιελογιζοντο 


ἔοι apxt- 


O ιησους 


Other judgments might reduce or enlarge this list, but prob- 
ably not very much. It should be noted that it represents some- 
what less variation ‘within the family’ than would be found in a 
similar treatment of the Neutral or Caesarean texts. 

Speaking generally, the evidence in our collations for the 
grouping of the codices which contain this text is singularly 
negative. There is extraordinarily little evidence of close family 
relationship between Mss. even in the same library. They have 
essentially the same text with a large amount of sporadic vari- 
ation. 

It seems to us that this text is clearly that of the Byzantine 
church, certainly after the ninth century, and possibly some 
centuries earlier. In all probability it is the same as von So- 
den’s Κ΄. 

We cannot at present distinguish anything which can be 
identified with von Soden’s Κ΄, nor do we feel any confidence 
in his K'-text as a really distinct text. Taking Q and V, to 
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which access is easy, as representing the K!-text, we find that 
in this chapter it varies from the Textus Receptus only in the 
following places: 


ΧΙ. 3 amoorede] ἕαποστελλει 
4. τον πωλον͵] om τον 
18 απολεσουσι] ἕαπολεσωσι 
22 inaovs| o ιησους 
32 αλλ εαν͵] *om εαν 


The readings marked with an asterisk are those of the Ecclesias- 
tical text; the omission of τὸν in vs. 4 is a K*-reading which 
is often found in late mss.; and o tnoous for tnoovs in vs. 22 15 
also common, though not in Κ΄, which omits iyaous altogether. 
On the other hand Q and V both read βηθφαγη. not βηθσφαγη, 
and this is characteristic of the K*-text but rare in ss. of the 
more common Ecclesiastical text. Our collations show that 
out of the 119 mss. which we collated 20 agree in omitting τον 
in vs. 4 and reading o inoous in vs. 22, but only one (1324) reads 
βηθφαγη. It is possible that further research would confirm von 
Soden’s distinction between K’ and the later text, but at present 
we do not feel convinced. 

More important is the case of von Soden’s K*-family. The 
Κ΄ -ἰοχὺ is undoubtedly akin to the K-family, but is clearly dis- 
tinguishable from the common Ecclesiastical text. 

It is described by von Soden in I, 11, pp. 850-893, 1160-1170, 
and 1460-1468. In the first of these places he discusses the evi- 
dence for the K’-text; in the second, its nature and relation to 
other texts; in the third he deals with it incidentally in connec- 
tion with the quotations of Chrysostom, the Cappadocian 
fathers, and Theodoret. There are also some important refer- 
ences to it in the section dealing with the ‘Antioch’ commentary 
(pp. 805-844). 

His general position is that Κ΄ represents a revision of an 
J-text by Κ'. The reviser chose always the variant which had 
a parallel in the gospels. In details of spelling and the like he 
followed K’. This appears to us to mean merely that the mss. 
are late; in manuscripts, as in printed texts, orthography 15 a 
matter of fashion. 
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The evidence for K* is divided by von Soden into two groups, 
of which the second may be disregarded for the present. 
The best representatives are: 


von Soden Gregory von Soden Gregory 
"1 = K 1018 = 114 
75. ἘΞ I *1045 -Ξ 1079 
*79 -Ξ 1500 *1056 = 1816 
*1089 = 1346 6358 = 1398 
1005 = 652 1330 = 1008 
105 == 389 1339 == 1546 
V9 = 116 1344 = 1561 
95 = 265 *210 = 178 
6161 = 796 1166 = 1781 
*110 = 72 29 = 116 
*1121 = 1219 *285 = 265 
*§5459 = 489 1236 = 1154 
4001 = 904 334. = 537 
*1144 = 1478 4015 = 1699 
| 461 = 775 1265 = 1009 


He also classed the Codex Alexandrinus (A) with this group. 
Those marked with an asterisk are the best, in von Soden’s 
opinion. It is, however, extremely hard to discover from von 
Soden’s apparatus exactly what he regards as K’-readings. 
Fortunately A is easily accessible,** and ΚΠ are quoted fully by 
both Tregelles and Tischendorf. Using the consensus of two 
out of three Mss. we can get a rough idea of the K*-text and 
judge its degree of variation from the Ecclesiastical text and 
from the Textus Receptus. A collation with the Textus 
Receptus yields the following variants; the three marked with 
an asterisk are also Ecclesiastical, that is, are cases in which the 
Textus Receptus happens to have preserved unusual readings. 


ΧΙ. 2 βηθφαγη] sic 
ovdets| ove ovdets 
3 αποστελει] ἴαποστελλει 


65 We are, however, far from convinced that Codex Alexandrinus really belongs to 
this group. 
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4 Tov mwdov] om τον 
8 es τὴν οδον bis] ev τῇ οδῳ bis 
10 evdroynuern] και evAoynuern 
18 συκην] συκὴν μιαν 
ευρησει TL] τι ευρησει 
14 0 tnoovs] om 
15 αγοραζοντας] τοὺς αγοραζοντας 
17 εποιησατε avtov|] αὑτον ἐποιήσατε 
18 οι γραμματεῖς και οι αρχιερεις] οἱ αρχίερεις και οἱ γραμμα- 
TELS 
απολεσουσι] ἴαπολεσωσι 
19 ore] οταν 
εξεπορευετο]ΐ εξεπορεύοντο 
22 ἰησους] o ιησους 
24 αν] εαν 
26 τοις ovpavots] ovpavots 
29 vuas Kayw] καγω υμας 
31 edoytfovro] διελογιζοντο 
32 add εαν] *om εαν 
33 0 wnoous αποκριθεις] αποκριθεις o tnoous 


Using this list as a guide, the following mss. can be clearly 
identified from our collations as presenting a relatively pure 
K*-text. The numbers used, here and elsewhere in this Ex- 
cursus, are those of Gregory’s list. 


1318 1313 1219 1220 1200 1223 1346 


These are given in the order of their apparent merit, and the 
first four certainly would be important in any attempt to edit 
the K*-text. 


Besides these the following represent a mixture of K* and the 
Ecclesiastical text: 


1166 1196 1198 1201 1203 1204 1208 1215 1216 1217 1224 
1233 1319 1338 1386 1389. 


The most important observation made by von Soden is that 
the K*-text was used by Theodoret, and in Luke and John by 
Chrysostom. He thinks that in Matthew and Mark Chrysos- 
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tom preferred a K'-text, though he is inclined to ascribe to 
him the creation of the K*-text. 

If it be true that Κ΄ is the text of Theodoret, there is a pre- 
sumption that it, as distinct from the Ecclesiastical, is the An- 
tiochian text of the fifth century. Rahlfs holds (“Der Text des 
Septuaginta-Psalters,’” p. 171) that in the LXX Theodoret 
used a pure Lucianic text, and without assuming too posi- 
tively the existence of a Lucianic text in the New Testament, 
there is some attractiveness in the supposition that Κ΄ is the 
Lucianic recension and was used as the chief basis of the Eccle- 
slastical text, thus reversing von Soden’s theory.® 

It appears clear that it would not be impossible, on the basis 
of collations which could be obtained with relative ease, to re- 
construct the K*-text and the Ecclesiastical text. If this could 
be done, it would afford a far firmer basis for collations than 


6 Jt has sometimes been overlooked that the late standardized texts in Greek, 
Latin, Syriac, and Coptic represent revisions of the ‘central’ texts of the third or fourth 
century, not of those found in the outlying districts. The Vulgate is a revision of the 
European Latin; the Peshitto is probably based on a text drawn from Antioch, though 
in our ignorance of that text its exact relation to it is by no means clear; the Bohairic 
represents the text of Alexandria; the later Greek texts were apparently formed as the 
result of a compromise between Antioch and Alexandria. It is this last point which 
calls for more investigation. We have endeavored to show that there is reason to dis- 
trust von Soden’s analysis of the later texts. If it be thought worth while, to borrow 
a classic phrase, to ‘do so much to learn so little,’ it will probably be possible to make 
generalizations from the small differences which divide the mass of late Mss. into diver- 
gent groups. It seems to us that the text which von Soden calls Κϑ is probably the oldest 
form of the late text. As Streeter has suggested, it may very well be the Lucianic text 
and it would not be at all difficult to reconstruct it with tolerable certainty. But we ᾿ 
do not know whether the presence of a considerable number of K3-readings in the Caesa- 
rean text means that the Caesarean Mss. have been corrected by the K®-text, or that 
the K*-text was partly based on the Caesarean. The point is not one of capital impor- 
tance, but it affects our judgment concerning a certain number of readings in Caesarean 
mss. Speaking generally, it seems to us extremely likely that the Caesarean text was 
really one of the ingredients which entered into the making of the later texts, and to 
those who think as we do — that the mental attitude of an age is apt to be reflected in 
its texts, we would commend a study of the difference between the general character of 
the Caesarean and Neutral texts on the one hand and the ΚΒ and Ecclesiastical texts 
on the other. The third and fourth centuries used the Neutral and Caesarean texts; 
both are marked by clearness of choice and decision between alternatives. It is not 
an accident that these centuries were those which formulated the great doctrines of 
Catholic Christianity, and that the fifth century, which used the Antiochian and Ec- 
clesiastical texts, was in the East chiefly characterized by compromise in doctrine and 
by conflation in text. 
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the Textus Receptus, and would often help to elucidate ques- 
tions of mixture in the corrupt Mss. of early texts. 

One other group appears clearly in our collations; it is quite 
plain, but we have failed to identify it with any of von Soden’s 
groups. It consists of four Mss.: 1169, 1173, 1204, and 1385, and 
the collation of it with the Textus Receptus is as follows: 


ΧΙ. 1 ιερουσαλημ] ιεροσολυμα 1169 1173 1385 
βηθφαγὴη] βηθσφαγὴη 1169 1173 1204 1385 
3 avtov αποστελ. woe] αποστελ. avrov woe 1169 1173 1204 
1385 
arooreAe| αποστελλει 1169 1173 1204 1385 
4 om τον before πωλον 1173 1204 1385 
6 καθως] καθα 1169 1385 
7 ex avtw| ex avrov 1169 1173 1204 1385 
8 εἰς τὴν οδον 1°| εν τὴ οδω 1169 1173 1204 1385 
ἢ εδιδασκεν λεγων avto.s| εδιδασκεν avrous λέγων 1204 1385 
(1169 1173) 

4] εξηρανταιΪ εἕηραται 1169 1204 1385 
22 winoous| o tnoovs 1169 1173 1204 1385 
26 αφησει] adnoe υμιν 1173 1385 

om Ta παραπτωματα vuwy 1169 1173 1385 
297 om παλιν 1169 1173 1204 1385 
31 προς εαυτους] ev εαυτοις 1169 1173 1204 1385 

ἐλογιζοντο] διελογιζοντο 1169 1173 1204 1385 
32 εφοβουντο] φοβουμεθα 1169 1173 1385 

amavres| παντες 1169 1173 


Moreover it is noteworthy that this group agrees with the 
Textus Receptus in the following passages in which the Textus 
Receptus has readings not found in most ss. of the Ecclesiasti- 
cal text: 


ΧΙ. 18 azoXecovar, not απολεσωσι 
29 vuas kayw, not xayw vuas 
32 αλλ ear, not add without eav 


The case is a little different with regard to the text which 
von Soden regards as typical of the group of mss. which con- 
tain the Antiochian commentary (his A‘-group). He ascribes 
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to this recension the following variants in Mark xi (see von So- 
den, I, τι, p. 825). We give from our collations the codices 
supporting each variant. 


ΧΙ. 1 βηθφαγὴ] βηθσφαγὴη c. paene omn 
4 εξω] ante προς την θυραν c. 1197 1227 1163 
6 everetdato] add avros c. 1186 1216 1230 1232 1240 
1242 1243 1164* 1167 1169 1181 1317 1320 
8 ιματια] χιτωνας c. 1190 1197 1211 1227 1163 1176 
1388 1321 
εἰς τὴν odoy bis] ev rn odw bis c. 1196 1197 1200 1201 
1204 1214 1217 1219 1220 1223 1226 1230 1233 1169 
1171 1173 1385 1313 1318 1319 
13 συκην] add may c. 1200 1219 1220 1225 1233 1313 1319 
Q1 εἕηρανται)] eEnparar c. 1190 1195 1196 1197 1204 1208 
1211 1214 1215 1217 1227 2293 2294 1169 1176 
1181 1385 1966 1315 1321 
23 πιστευση] πιστευσει c. 1201 1202 1163 1164 1171 1181 
1966 1314 1317 1318 1320 


Of these variants βηθσφαγὴ is undoubtedly the typical Ecclesias- 
tical reading and proves nothing. But though there is here clear 
proof of the existence of the variants which von Soden regards 
as typical of the A‘-text of the Antiochian commentary, they 
are not found in any special group of our codices. Apart from 
the reading βηθσφαγη there are seven variants: of these four 
are supported by 1197 and three by 1227, but no other codex 
supports more than two. 

Therefore, whether this special combination of variants really 
represents a recension must be settled by an investigation of all 
the mss. of the Antiochian commentary. So far as our MSS. go, 
they merely show sporadic variation, and no group of this type 
can be distinguished. 

These results are both instructive and disconcerting. They 
are disconcerting because they substantiate fully only two of 
von Soden’s subdivisions of the K-text. Of course the others 
may prove to be realities, but one would have supposed that 
the difference between K', Κ΄, and K* would have been plain 


This content downloaded from 96.234.11.130 on Wed, 21 Aug 2013 22:43:37 PM 
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions 


948 HARVARD THEOLOGICAL REVIEW 


in a collation of over a hundred mss. for any chapter. It is im- 
possible to repress a doubt whether von Soden’s analysis of 
the K-text is not as incorrect as his classification of the I- 
codices. 

The results are instructive, especially in their negative as- 
pects. This collation covers three of the great ancient collec- 
tions of mss.; and these are not modern conglomerations, 
brought together from all directions. Many of the mss. now 
at Sinai, Patmos, and Jerusalem must be codices written in 
the scriptoria of these monasteries. We expected to find that a 
collation covering all the mss. in each library would show many 
cases of direct copying. But there are practically no such cases. 
What does this mean? 

Before answering the question, it may be well to put another. 
Why are there only a few fragments (even in the two oldest of 
the monastic collections, Sinai and St. Saba) which come from 
a date earlier than the 10th century? 

There must have been in existence many thousands of manu- 
scripts of the gospels in the great days of Byzantine prosperity, 
between the fourth and the tenth centuries. There are now 
extant but a pitiably small number. Moreover, the amount of 
direct genealogy which has been detected in extant codices is 
almost negligible. Nor are many known ss. sister codices. 
The Ferrar group and family 1 are the only reported cases of 
the repeated copying of a single archetype, and even for 
the Ferrar group there were probably two archetypes rather 
than one. Family 1 is much smaller. Codices 1 and 1582 may 
be direct copies of a single archetype, and it is possible that 118, 
209, and 131 are direct descendants from the same archetype. 
Codex 205 is a copy made at Bessarion’s request from 209. 
Thus we have at most nine Ferrar ss. representing one exem- 
plar, and five mss. of family 1 representing another; and even 
this result is doubtful. Apart from these two there seem to be 
no groups of ss. which are conceivably descendants of a single 
lost codex. There are cognate groups — families of distant 
cousins — but the manuscripts which we have are almost all 
orphan children without brothers or sisters. 

Taking this fact into consideration along with the negative 
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result of our collation of mss. at Sinai, Patmos, and Jerusalem, 
it is hard to resist the conclusion that the scribes usually de- 
stroyed their exemplars when they had copied the sacred books. 


COLLATION OF GREEK MSS. FOR MARK xI 


It will be noted that the designations of the mss., which fol- 
low Gregory’s system, are not all arranged in numerical order. 
This is because the numbers in our collations naturally pursue 
the order of the several libraries containing our Mss. 


ΧΙ. 1 και ore eyytfovow] τω Kalpw εκείνω oTE ἤγΎισεν O τήσους 

1174 και ore ἡγγισεν o Inaovs 1966 

εγγιζουσιν] ηγγισαν 1166 

ιερουσαλημ] ιεροσολυμα 1216 1169 1178 1174 1885 

εἰς β.] και ηλθον εἰς β. 1236 

βηθφαγη] βηθσφαγη 1187 1188 1189 1190 1196 1197 
1198 1199 1200 1202 1203 1204 1205 1206 1208 
1211 1213 1214 1215 1216 1217 1218 1220 1221 
1222 1223 1224 1225 1227 1230 1232 1236 1237- 
1242 1243 1247 1248 1250 1251 1252 1253 2292 
2293 2294 1163-1169 1171 1173 1174 1176 1179 
1180 1181 1385 1388 1389 1901 1966 1315 1316 
1317 1318 1319 1320 1323 1328-1331 1333-1335 
1339 1341 1343-1345 1348 βιθσφαγηὴ 1193 1322 
βισφαγὴη 1186 βησφαγὴη 1321 1326 1346 βηθφαγὴη 1175 

βηθανιαν] βιθανιαν 1514} βηθανια 1319 om 1330 

το ορος] ορος 1142 

αποστελλει] απεστειλε 1207 1212 1213 1215 1217 1225 
1324 1335 

τοτεαποστ. 1330 

δυο τωνΪ δυο ex των 1216 1243 

ᾧ νυπαγετε. . . αὐτην] om 1186 

κωμην] πολιν 1200 1223 1318 om την κωμην 1319* 

κατεναντιΐ απεναντι 1187 1229 1243 1181 1333 1335 

υμων] ημων 1204 

εἰσπορευομενοι] πορενομενοι 1205 

es 2°] om 1239 

eupnoere] evpnonte 1171 evpnoerar 1204 1174 
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δεδεμενον] δεδεμενην 1200 

ep ov] εφ w 1235 

ovdets] οὐυπω ovders 1188 1195 1196 1198 1200 1201 1207 
1209 1212 1213 1219 1220 1233 1235 1164 1179 
1386 1313 1315 1318 1319 1324 1326 1335 1340 
1343 1346 ovderore ovdes 1341 

κεκαθικεῖ κεκαθηκε 1187 1197 1200 1203 1205 1206 1207 
1209* 1212 1215 1216 1219 1220 1221 1225 1226 
1240 1243 1250 1166 1174 1179 1181 1314 1315 
1322 1324 1333 1341 1343 1345-1347 exafice 1236 
1239 κεκαθηται 1242 

αγαγετεὶ απαγετε 1188 

αγαγετεὶ αγαγετε μοι 1186 1193 1232 

ποιειτε . . . . αὐτου] om 1344 

ποιειτεὶ ποιητε 1188 1196 

tovto| τουτω 1197 

ort] om 1317 1348 

Kat εὐθέως. . . woe] om 1225 

avrov amooT. woe] αποστ. avrov whe 1204 1208 2293 
2294 1169 1173 1385 

αποστελει] αποστελλει 1186 1187 1188 1190 1191 1193 
1196 1197-1199 1200 1201 1202 1203 1204 1205 
1206 1207 1227 1229 1230 1232 1237 1240 1242 
1243 1247 1248 1250-1253 2292 2294 1163 1165 
1169 1172 1173 1175 1176 1179 1180 1181 1385 
1388 1389 1901 1966 1314 1315 1316 1317 1318 
1319 1321 1322 1323 1324 1328-1331 1333-1335 
1338 1341 1344 1345 1347 αποστελλεῖὶ 1239 1171 
1174 

woe] o6€ 1174 before ἀποστελεῖ 2293 

απηλθον] ηλθον 1386 

de] ovy 1200°°7* 

Tov πωλον] om τὸν 1187 1188 1193 1195 1196 1200 
1203 1204 1205 1206 1207 1209 1212 1215 1216 
1219 1220 1225 1226 1229 1230 1243 2293 2294 
1164 1168 1171 1173 1174 1175 1179 1385 1966 
1313 1315 1317 1318 1319 1322 1324 1326 1333 
1335 1338 1341 1343 1344 1347 
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προς τὴν θυραν e&w| εἕω προς τὴν θυραν 1197 1227 1163 
προς την θυρα (sic) 1174 

ἐπι] om 1908 1234 1335-1340 

αμφοδου] αμῴφοδιου 1314 

εστηκοτων] εστωτων 1189 1195 1199 1202 1213 1220 
1224 1229 1230 1236 1242 1247 1250 1251 1168-- 
1167 1180 1389 1901 1315 1316 1323 1326 1328 
1334 1335 1339 

qovete| ποιητε 1188 1174 

εἰπὸν avrots| om autos 1242 

καθως] καθα 1169 1385 

ενετειλατο] everetAato autos 1186 1216 1230 1232 1240 
1242 1243 1164* 1167 1169 1181 1317 1320 

επεβαλον] επεβαλλον 1221 exeGarev 1175 ἐπεβαλαν 1315 

ιματια aUTWY και. . . yatta avtwy (vs. 8)] om αὐτων 1° 

. tuatia 2° 1186* 

avtw 1°] om 1208 

εκαθισενὶ εκαθησεν 1216 1217 1243 1174 1175 1319 
1333 1335 

ex αὐτωΪ] er avrov 1186: 1201 1204 1222 1169 1173 
1385 1320 

Ta ιματια] τους xitwvas 1190 1197 1211 1227 1163 
1176 1388 1321 

εἰς τὴν οὗον 1°] ev τὴ οὗω 1196 1200 1201 1204 1214 
1217 1219 1220 1223 1226 1230 1233 1169 117] 
1173 1385 1313 1318 1319 

αλλοι de] om δε 1318 1319 1346 om αλλοι δε. . . οδον 
1320 1330 

ποιειτεῖὶ ποιητε 1188 1174 

στοιβαδας] στιβαδας 1186 1189 1193 1194 1200 1203 
1204 1214 1216 1217 1219 1220 1223 1224 1166 
1181 1385 1318 1319 1326 1331 1333 1335 1343 
στυβαδας 1188 1191 1202 1213 1386 1966 1347 στει- 
Badas 1175 1206 1341 ornBadas 1235 

εἰς τὴν οδον 2°| ev ty οδω 1197 1198 1200 1214 1217 
1219 1220 1221 1223 1227 1233 1163 1171 1175* 
1181 1388 1313 1318 1319 1346 
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και οἱ προαγοντεΞς] ov προαγοντες δε 1214 1330 και οἱ παρα- 
γοντες 1166 

Kat οι ἀκολουθουντες] om 1195 1326 

woavval om 1194 

εὐλογημενος] evdoynuevos ει 1218 

εὐλογήημενος . . . κυριου] om 1198 1233 

o ἐρχομενος] om o 1252 

εὐλογημενη] και evdoynuevn 1193 1200 1209 1219 1220 
1223 1235 1313 1318 1319 1340 

evioynuevn . . . κυριου] om 1386 

n epxouern βασιλεια] ἡ βασιλεια 1204 η βασιλεια ἡ Epxo- 
μενη 1190* (corr. in mg.) epxouern βασιλεια 1250 

ev ονοματι] om εν 1233 

ev ονοματι kuptov] om 1195 1215* 1237 1901 

εἰσηλθεν] ηλθεν 1236 εἰσελθον τη. p. sed ipsa correxit? 
1317 

o ιησους] o κυριος 1252 om και (2°) 1207 1344 1324 om 
και ets το tepov 1220* 1326 

παντα] παντας 1197 1235 1176 1181 1347 απαντα 1202 
1386 1901 

non| ere 1208 1222 de 1235 1348 

τῆς ὡρας] om της 1242 1167 

es βηθανιαν] om 1230 

βηθανιαν] βιθανιαν 1314 1335 

μετα των δωδεκα] om 1208 

των δωδεκα] των δωδεκα μαθητων 1194 1202 1237 1386 
1901 1315 των δωδεκα μαθητων avrov 1330 

εξέλθοντων αυτων] εξελθοντι τω ιησου 1174 εξέλθοντα avTov 
1330 

βηθανιας] βηθανιαν 1166 βιθανιας 1175 1233 1335 βιθα- 
νιαν 1314 

συκην] συκὴν μιαν 1200 1219 1220 1225 1233 1313 1318 
1319 

μακροθενὶ απο μακροθεν 1220 

εχουσαν] εχουσα 1216 1227 1239 1242 1171 1331 1335 

evpnoer τι] τι evpnoe 1223 1313 τι εν aurn evpnoe 1318 
τι ἐπ αὐτὴν evpnoe 1319 

τι εν αὐτὴ] εν autn τι 1216 1243 τι ἐπ avtny 1174 
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er autnv| ev αὐτη 1202 1174 1901 1330 

φυλλα] φυλλα μονον 1216 1243 1317 φυλλα μονα 1326 

o ιησου] om 1195 1200 1219 1220 1313 1318 1319 
1326 1338 

εἰς TOV . . . - φαγοι] καρπος εἰς Tov awwva γενηται 1331 

μήδεις καρπον] καρπον undoes 1230 

φαγοι] φαγη 1197 1199 1208 1223 1339 1230 1234 1236 
1247 1250 1251 2292 2293 1173 1389 1334 φαγει 
1233 1317 1318 1319 1329 1335 1338 1344 1347 

ῃκουον] ἡκουσαν 1213 1313 

εἰσελθων] ελθων 1208 1239 2294 

o ιησουςἷ om 1218 1240 1180 1322 

αγοραζονταςΐ τοὺς ayopatovras 1198 1338 1346 1201 
1207 12147 1215 1219 1220 1225 1166 1179 1313 
1314 1318 1324 

εν TW ἱερω] ev avtw 1389 

Tas περιστερας] om τας 1169 

εδιδασκε λεγων avtots| εδιδασκεν avrovs λεγων 1204 
1385 εδιδασκεν αὐτοις (5) λεγων 1169 1173 1318 
ov γεγραπται οτι] om 1388 

otto] om 1966 

ἐποιήσατε avtov| avrov ἐποιήσατε 1222 1223 1236 1240 
1248 1166 1180 1313 1315 1318 1322 1346 om avrov 
1330 

nkovoav] nxovov 1166 

OL Ὕραμματεις και οι αἀρχιερειςΪ] οἱ αρχίερεις και OL Ypap- 
pares 1194 1199 1200 1202 1203 1216 1223 1224 
1236 1243 1247 1165 1180 1181 1901 1386 1389 
1313 1317 1318 1319 1323 1346 om οἱ ante apxtepers 
1164 οἱ γραμματεις Kat οι φαρισαιοι Kat οι apxuepers 1186 
1201 

απολεσουσιΐΪ απολεσωσι 1186 1187 1188 1190 1191 1193 
1194 1196 1200 1201 1203 1204 1205 1206 1207- 
1211 1213-1216 1217-1226 1227 1229 1230 1232 
1233 1236 1240 1242 1243 1248 2294 1163 1166 
1167 1168 1171 1172 1174 1175 1180 1386 1388 
1389 1966 1314 1315 1316 1317 1318 1319 1320 
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1321 1322 1326 1330 1331 1333 1335 1338 1341 
1343 1346 1348 

avrov 2°] om 1313 1318 1319 1331 

oxdos| aos 1176 

εἐξεπλησσετοΐ εξεπλησσοντο 1211 1331 1345 

ott] οταν 1198 1219 1233 1313 1318 1319 1346 

ove evyevero| evyeveto owe 1252 ove εγινετο 1175 

e£erropevero| εξεπορευοντο 1215 1219 1220 1318 

εξηραμμενην] εἕηραμενην 1197 

we] om 1236 

eEnpavtat| εἕηραται 1190 1195 1196 1197 1204 1208 
1211 1214 1215 1217 1227 2292 2294 1169 1176 
1181 1385 1966 1315 1321 1335 1844 1345 εξηρανθη 
1194 1201 1202 1223 1230 1237 1242 1164 1167 
1386 1901 

Kat. . . avtots] om 1240 εἰπεν o κυριος τοις eavrov 
μαθηταις 1174 

unoous| o ιησους 1187 1188 1190 1196 1199 1201 1203 
1204 1206 1208 1214 1223 1224 1230 1242 1247 
1252 2292 2293 1163 1164 1165 1166 1168 1169 
1171 1173 1175 1176 1179 1385 1386 1388 1901 
1966 1314 1315 1317 1319 1324 1328 1330 1338 
1340 1344 

λεγει] εἰπε 1252 1166 

exeTe πιστιν θεου] om 1188 

yap| om 1186 1194 1195 1196* 1204 1225 1315* 1330 

οτι 1°] om 1236 

os] οστις 2293 

εἰς τὴν θαλασσαν] ev Tn θαλασση 1338 

av] εαν 1203 1208 1216 1217 1230 1243 1345 om 1167 
1344 

πιστευσὴη] πιστευσει 1188°°" 1201 1202 1208 1209 1212 
1216 1221 1224 1297 1230 1235 1163 1164 1171 
1181 1966 1314 1317 1318 1320 1335 1338 1340 
πιστευει 1330 

παντα] ort παντα 1242 


av] eav 1198 1208 1219 1237 1243 1901 1313 1318 1346 
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atrecobe| atrnobe 1191 1193 1195 1199 1201 1207 1212 
1217 1218 1224 1225 1236 1237 1251 1252 2292 2993 
1165 1167 1173 1174 1385 1386 1966 1313 1318 1329 
1331 1339 αιτεισθαι 1187 1203 1315 1321 αιτησησθε 
1214 

ort] ore και 1252 

και ἐεσται] om και 1186 και εσται ev υμιν 1335 

υμιν 2°] add λεγω δε κιτιλ. e Matt. 1196 

ornknte| στηκετε 1186 1187 1197 1203 1223 1226 1230 
1163 1172 1175 1318 1319 1321 1330 1340 στηκειτε 
1202 1235 

aguere] adere 1187 

Kau. . . vuwy 2°] om 1252 2292 

ει τι ἐχετεΪΐ εἰ TL αν exnre 1314 

o εν τοις ουρανοις] ο ουρανιος 1197 1225 1344. om 1331 

υμων 1] ημων 1223 1297 

adn . - . οὐρανοις (vs. 26)] om 1216 

adn] adver 1186 αφιη 1181 αφησει 1204 1226 1230 1966 
1341 aden 1222 

eu δε ὑμεῖς... τα παραπτωματα vuwy om 1204 11'72* 
1341 

de] om 1330 

υμων 17] ημων 1188 1223 1227 1319 1326 om 1222 

τοις ovpavors| om τοις 1220 1313 1319 1346 

αφησει] αφησει υμιν 1163 1173 1385 1348 adnon 1247 
1335 1175 αφισει 1203 

Ta παραπτωματα vuwy] om 1169 1173 1385 

υμων 2°] add λεγω δε x.7.d. 6. Matt. 1193 1207 1208 
1212 1213 1214 1215 1225 1233 1179 1181 1966 
1318 1324 1335 1343 

και EpXovTat παλιν] τω καιρω εκεινω EpxETat o tnoovs 1174 
epxeTat o inaous 1966 

epxovrat 4] epxerar 1197 1314 1330 και epyovrar 1216 

παλιν] om 1204 1169* 1173 1385 

Tw lepw] om τω 1322 

ou apxepers Kat] om 1195 1326 

και οἱ Ypaypares| om 1248 

οι πρεσβυτεροιΐ om or 1197 οἱ πρεσβυτεροι του Naov 1248 
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και 1°] om 1179 


εν Tota ἐξουσια TavTa Totes] OM 1188 

ποιεῖς... . ταυτα] om 1203 

και 2°] 7» 1169 

την εξουσιαν ταυτὴν εδωκεν] εδωκε τὴν εξουσιαν ταυτην 1215 
1216 1169 1171 1178 1181 1385 1330 

ταυτην] om 1314 

εδωκεν] δεδωκεν 1194 1197 1216 1220 1225 1226 1317 
1320 1333 1345 1348 

καὶ Tis... . . Tons] om 1344 

wa TavTa ποιης] om 1330 

ταυτα 1°] τοιαυτα 1314 

ταυτα 2°] om 1223 1233 

ποιης] overs 1196 1211 1213 1214 1216 1217 1229 1237 
1239 1242 1243 1176 1315 1317 1318 1319 1326 
moves (sic) 1175 

ἐπερωτησω] ερωτισω 1188 

o δε tnoous] om ιησους 1216 1243 1163 1386 1319 om 
o δε tnoovs 1236 

atoxpiles| om 1165 1330 

υμας καγω] καγω vuas 1187 1196 1215 1216 1217 1219 
1224 1233 1248 1171 1386 1901 1966 1313 1318 
1319 1326 1346 vuas και eyw 1189 1190 1191 1193 
1197 1198 1199 1205 1206 1207 1212 1214 1218 
1221 1222 1226 1229 1230 1234 1236 1240 1247 
1250 1251 1252 2292 2293 2294 1163 1165 1167 
1168 (71174) 1175 1176 1179 1389 1317 1321 1324 
1325 1329 1333-1335 1339 1343 1344 1347 και eyw 
vuas 1188 1237 

eva Noyor| λογον eva 1208 1330 om eva 1388 

wwavvou| wwavvov, ποθεν nv 1233 1330 

αποκριθητε μοι] om 1189 1190 1234 1236 1247 1250 
1251 2292 1176 1389 1323 1328 1334 

ελογιζοντοΪ διελογιζοντο 1190 1193 1195 1198 1200 1203 
1204 1207 1208 1209 1213 1214 1215 1216 1217 
1219 1220 1223 1225 1243 1251 2294 1164 1169 
1173 1176 1385 1313 1315 1317 1318 1319 1324 
1331 1340 1345 
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προς eavtous| ev εαὐυτοις 1204 1173 1385 om προς 1169 
[probably reads ev eavrois] 

e£ ουρανου] εξ ovpaywy 1167 

ovvy] om 1200 1204 1215 1385 1326 


32 add ear] om εαν 1187 1189 1190 1191 1193 1194 1196 


99 


1198 1199 1200 1201 1203 1205 1206 1208-1211 
1216 1218-1222 1224-1296 1227 1229 1230 1233 
1234 1235 1242 1243 1247 1248 1251 2292 2993 
2294 1163 1165 1166 1167 1172 1174 1175 1176 
1966 1313 1314 1316 1317 1319 1320 1321 1322 
13823 1328-1331 1333 1334 1338-1341 1343 1344 
1346 1347 om add 1186 1197 1202 1223 1237 1164 
1181 1386 1901 1348 αν pro eay 1186 1164 1386 cay 
de 1315 

epoBovvTo| φοβουμεθα 1195 1169 1173 1181* 1385 1315 
1326 1345 εφοβουντο yap 1230 1240 1174 και εφοβουντο 
1388 

λαον] oxAov 1195 1171 1315 1326 

amravres| mavres 1169 1173 

εἰχον] nxov 1188 exovor 1169 1345 

ort] om 1173 1330 

ovrws| ws 1223 1330 om οντως 1169 [71173] 1318 

προφητης nv] προφητην 1330 

nv] εστι 1194 1202 1386 

TW ιησου] avTw 1226 1233 

Ο wnoous αποκριθεις λεγει avrots] om 1242 om o ιησους 
1200 1213 1225 1318 1319 1343 1348 αποκριθεις Neve 
auvrots o tnoous 1243 1171 αποκριθεις 0 ιησους Neyer avrots 
1187 1195 1196 1197 1220 1227 1230 1233 1236 
1239 1247 1163 1166 1167 1313 1315 1321 1334 
1338 1346 om αποκριθεις 1388 αποκριθεὶς δε ο ιησους 
λεγει αὐτοις 1216 om οιησοὺυς αποκριθεις 1190 1242 

λεγει] εἰπεν 1215 1217 1338 
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EXCURSUS II 


Tue DaTE oF THE GEORGIAN GOSPELS 


Robert P. Blake 


What is the date of the Georgian Scriptures? The answer 
we give to this question depends first on what we conclude 
to be the date when Christianity was first brought into Georgian 
territory, and secondly on the view we hold as to how the Geor- 
gian literary language originated. 

The first information we have about the introduction of 
Christianity into Georgia is given us by Rufinus, whose trust- 
worthiness is doubted by many scholars.!. Rufinus tells the 
story of the miracles which accompanied the missionary activi- 
ties of a Christian slave named Nina — in Georgian Nino(y) — 
who came into the hands of the heathen king of Georgia, Bakur. 
The conversion of the king took place in the days of Constan- 
tine. From Rufinus this story was taken over by the later 
ecclesiastical historians,? and in the tenth century a romantic 
version of the legend obtained wide circulation in Georgia 
under the title of dajgggre JoSm@obsea (Mok’e’evay K’art’lesay), 
“The Conversion of Georgia.” * Another tradition attributes 
the conversion of the country to St. Gregory the Illuminator, 
the apostle of Armenia, and his disciples. This would fix it at 


1 Rufinus, Hist. Eccles. i. 10 (Migne, P. L. 21, col. 480B-482C). On Rufinus in 
general see H. M. Gwatkin, Studies of Arianism, 2nd ed., pp. 97-102, and A. Glas, Die 
Kirchengeschichte des Gelasios von Kaisareia als Vorlage fiir die beiden letzten Biicher 
der Kirchengeschichte Rufinus, Leipzig, 1914 (Byzantinisches Archiv, VI). If we grant 
that Glas has to some extent rehabilitated Rufinus, we must none the less follow the 
latter’s statements with due caution. 

2 Socrates, H. Εἰ. i. 20; Sozomen, H. Εἰ. ii. 7; Theodoret, H. E. i. 24. 

3 Full bibliography of the Russian and Georgian literature and monographs on this 
document in 3939 @ods, op. cit., I, pp. 569 ff.; Djavakhishvili’s study in his 0 3. J : 
bsobs ; d§9@ . (()Q - 2nd ed., 1921, pp. 85 f.) was formerly the most important 
discussion of the problem, but this has now been superseded by Kekelidze’s study in 
the JoIQdbo~3g@~o I, pp. 1-53 (see above, pp. 287f.). We can afford to pass over 
the activities of the Apostle Andrew; see I. DZavakhov, IIponopbyHuueckaan wha- 
TeyibHocTtbh AnocTtosa AHApexA Hu cB. Huser BB Ipysiu, sHMHII 1901, v. 333 
(January), pp. 77-113. 
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approximately the same date as that given in Rufinus’s story.* 
Thus two independent branches of tradition assign the found- 
ing of the Christian church in the country to the first half of 
the fourth century. No objection is to be made to this as a 
date for the appearance of Christian missionaries in Georgia, 
but there is no extraneous evidence whatever to show that at 
this early period Christianity became actually established in 
those parts.® Christian bishops appear in Armenia before Con- 
stantine, but the conversion of the country came later. 

“The Conversion of Georgia” can be summarily dismissed as 
a Tendenzschrift of the Grecophile period. The Armenian 
tradition, in the form in which it has come down to us, is both 
late in date and strongly biased. As we shall see, early 
Christian influence penetrated Georgia almost solely through 
Armenian channels,’ and that part of the assertions of the 
Armenian tradition we can safely retain,® but other portions of 
that tradition are shown by indirect evidence to be less secure. 
The earliest historical document which has come down to us in 
Georgian, the “Passion of Queen SuSanik,” by Jacob the Priest 
(c. 470),° implies the existence in Georgian at that time of acta 
martyrum and of the Scriptures,’ and indicates that Christian- 
ity had made considerable progress in the country, although 
for political reasons a faction of the nobility had accepted 
Mazdaism. The substantial accuracy of this statement is not 
easily to be denied. Contemporary evidence from Palestine 
shows us the Georgians already present” in the monasteries of 


4 See 39 39m009, op. cit., pp. 5f., and especially N. Marr,Kpemenie apmant, 
Ypy3HHb, 20xa30Bb ΗΠ aJlaHOBd CBATHIM®S I‘puropiems, 3BO, 1905, pp. 66-148. 

5 See E. Ter-Minassiantz, Die Beziehungen zwischen den armenischen und syrischen 
Kirchen bis zum 12ten Jahrhundert, Leipzig, 1904 (Texte und Untersuchungen, N. F. 
XI), pp. 2-3. 

6 Cf. especially Marr’s article (cited in note 4). 

7 See above, pp. 293 f. 

8 See Kekelidze, op. cit., I, pp. 28 ff. 

9 Critical edition by S. R. Gorgadze, 0536 bAB_bO d9-V b949 32969 Go- 
d9652 Gdog~@obs IxydsboZobo, Je4ymoobo, 1917 §)., with valuable notes. 

10 P. 7, Il. 4-5. 

11 In general on this topic see the book of A. A. Tsagareli, [pysuunt na Cunat 


π BB Cs. Semarb, CIB. 1888 τ. (Ipasocnasniit WanecraucnKiii COopHunts, Burn. 
10). 
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St. Saba 12 and St. Theodore,” and expressly states that the 
liturgy was celebrated by them there in their own tongue. Pro- 
copius mentions a monastery of the Laz at Jerusalem.“ All 
this would enable us to fix 450 a.p. as a date before which the 
Scriptures were translated into Georgian. 

Let us now consider the palaeographical and linguistic evi- 
dence which we have in Georgian itself. It is reasonably evi- 
dent that the Armenian and Georgian alphabets are derived 
from a common original, but exactly what this original was is 
not easy to ascertain. The older theory that the Armenian 
letters were derived from some Aramaic source, and then re- 
vised with the help of the Greek alphabet, does not hold.!® For 
the Armenian script Marquart 1 has shown that its history 
was much more complicated, and Meillet ” has suggested a 
strain of Péhlevi influence. That hybrid alphabets were in 
use in the Armenian area before the Christian era has been 
recently demonstrated by the parchments from Kurdistan pub- 
lished by Εὖ. Minns.'® The cardinal weakness of the old theory, 


however, lies in the fact that in the vowel-signs are to be seen 


122 A. A. Dimitrievskii, Tumixa, Kiev, 1895, I, pp. 222-223. 

13 Vita S. Theodosii, ed. H. Usener, 1890, pp. 45-46. 

14 Procopii de aedificiis v. 9, 6-7, ed. Haury, ITI, 2, 164, 16-17. 

15 This is the general statement in the tradition. 

16 J, Marquart, Ueber den Ursprung des armenischen Alphabets in Verbindung mit 
der Biographie des hl. MaSt‘oc‘, Vienna, 1917; an Armenian translation of this work 
has been published, Vienna, 1920. 

17 Heinrich F. J. Junker, ‘Das Awesta Alphabet und der Ursprung der armenischen 
und georgischen Schrift,’ in Caucasica, Heft 2, 1925, pp. 1-91; Heft 3, 1926, pp. 82-- 
139. Marquart had in general argued that the forms of the letters showed the influence 
of an Aramaic alphabet, but that they had been conventionalized and stylized under 
the influence of Greek writing and especially of the capital script. Junker, while ac- 
cepting the second part of Marquart’s thesis, makes out a good case for a Péhlevi 
origin of the characters. Much of the argument turns on the technicalities and pecu- 
liarities of the script of the Iranian idioms and must be judged by linguists; certain of 
the comparisons made of the Armenian and Georgian do not appear sound, but the 
general results of Junker’s investigation seem convincing. Meillet suggested Péhlevi 
influence in his review of Marquart’s book (Rev. ét. arm. I, fasc. 2, 1920, pp. 163-164). 


Much interesting material is contained in I. Djavakhishvili’s J SHMINCO ϑοφθη- 


MaMsQuoo (Tiflis, 1927); but the general theses: (1) that the Georgian alphabet is 
very ancient and an independent development, (2) that it is not connected with the 
Armenian, (3) that many of the letters are derived from ligatures, hardly seem to me 
tenable. I hope to discuss the whole question in detail in another place. 

18 Journal of Hellenic Studies, vol. 35, 1915, pp. 22 ff. 
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the clearest traces of Aramaic influence. This influence is evi- 
dent for both Georgian and Armenian, sometimes in the same, 
sometimes in different, characters.!? Therefore we cannot say, 
as has often been maintained, that the languages of this district 
were first reduced to writing when Christianity came in, 
though it is by no means unlikely that the systematization of 
the local alphabets is connected with the appearance of the 
Christian faith. 

Again, it is essential to realize that we have in the Old 
Georgian texts a literary language.”’ It is not a dialect native 
to one area, but it is the lingua franca of the upper class and the 
medium in which communications, oral and written, were 
carried on between various districts 24 which spoke mutually 
incomprehensible languages. Dialectal forms appear, as do 
words derived directly from other neighboring languages, or 
from those tongues out of which the neighboring languages 
later arose. Yet the vocabulary of the texts is standardized to a 
very considerable extent, and morphology and orthography also 
appear to follow fairly stable rules. The time which elapsed be- 
tween the introduction of Christianity and the date of our 
oldest manuscript fragments is insufficient for the completion 
of this process. 

The essential uniformity of literary Old Georgian, however, 
does not imply that the language as we have it is in any sense 
a ‘pure’ one. Apart from the alien accretions (non-caucasian, 
or perhaps better ‘non-japhetic,’ to use a term coined by N. 
Marr), which are present in Georgian as in every other language, 
the philological analysis of Georgian, coupled with a com- 
parison with the other allied or related tongues of the Caucasus, 
shows that on the southern slopes of the range we have to deal 
with three well-marked branches of a primal linguistic stock.” 


19 See above, note 17. 

20 It is a κοινή, which is superimposed upon, but has not supplanted, the dialects. 
See in particular N. Marr, H usyuaeHuio coppemeHHOro rpy3HHcKoro AsbIkKa, Lenin- 
grad, 1922 r. 

21 Georgian has been until modern times the written medium of communication in 
Mingrelia and Abkhazia and in Swanetian territory. 

22 The fundamental working out of this conception has been one of the great con- 
tributions which Professor N. Marr and his pupils have made to the scientific study of 
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The South Caucasian dialects which survive as spoken tongues 
at the present day are in no sense pure representatives of any 
single one of these three branches.”? In some cases they are 
hybrids, in others a basic stratum has been subjected in varying 
degrees to the influence of the allied branches. Comparative 
studies of the different modern and ancient dialects have estab- 
lished with reasonable certainty the essential characteristics of 
each of the three groups. The most striking criterion for di- 
vergence lies in the treatment of the sibilant s. In the first 
group we find an s, which in the second is either represented 
by a spirant (h, or y) or else disappears entirely (0), while the 
third group has sh (δ). Marr has accordingly termed these 
three branches respectively the ‘sibilant,’ ‘spirant,’ and ‘his- 
sing’ languages.** There can be no doubt that Georgian, funda- 
mentally speaking, belongs to the first, or sibilant, group within 
these languages, but it has none the less been subjected to the 
influence of the other two branches at different epochs and to 
varying degrees.?> To a certain extent this influence can be 
separated into its component parts by the help of phonetic and 
dialectal criteria. The older stratum antedates the formation 
of the ancient literary language and appears consistently in the 
modern dialects. The influences which operated at a later 
period were less pervasive and less extensive, and affected for 
the most part only limited regions within the Georgian area.” 
the Caucasus. His theory has naturally varied and altered from time to time as new 
materials turned up and new points of view presented themselves. A guide, in brief and 
compendious form, to the scattered and often enigmatic literature, is provided by the 
recently ‘published list, N. Marr, Knaccudunupospanunit Ilepeacnh meuaTusix 
pa6or no aderonorun, Leningrad, 1926. 

*3 Abkhasian and Swanetian belong to the first category, the rest of the group to 
the second. 

24 Compare the table appended to the conclusion of Marr’s article, Onpeabuenie 
A3bIKa BTOPOM KaTeropiM axeMCHHCKUXb KIMHOOOpasHEIXb Haauucei πὸ WaH- 
HEIMb AdeTHuecKkaro ASbIKO3HAaHIA (GanucKu Bocrounaro OTabuenia PyccKaro 
Apx. O6mjectTBa, T. xxii, 1914, pp. 31-106). 

25 See in particular N. Marr, [pammatuka pepHerpy3HHCKOro JIMTepaTypHOrO 
a3brKa, Leningrad, 1925, pp. III ff. 

26 To the first class of these influences belong for example two layers or currents 
which have penetrated into Georgian: 

(1) A series of words which are akin either phonetically or actually to Swanetian 


(N. Marr, Mss nobsyoKs Bt Caaniro, Xp. Boctors II, 1 ff.; Aderuueckia HasBa- 
HiA epeBbess αὶ pacteHiit, MAH 1915, pp. 769-780, 821-852, 937-950). 
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Such studies as have been made of the modern dialects show 
that the Old Georgian literary language is fundamentally one 
whose home was in Eastern Georgia; it is most closely akin to 
the present-day K’art’lian speech (in the upper valley of the 
Kura and the Aragwa), but was probably reduced to writing 
in the form employed in the ancient manuscripts in Gogarene 
(Toyapnvn) or Gogark’ (to-day the Boréalo district south-east 
of Tiflis)”, Until the first third of the sixth century after 
Christ this area was the political centre of Georgia. Political 
troubles, the conflict between Rome and Sassanid Persia, and 
the ensuing Arab invasion, led to the break-up of this centre.”® 
New rallying points for the oppressed Georgian population were 
formed in the mountainous region further west and south,” and 
the foci of literary activity tended to yield to this westerly 
drift.*° Once, however, the literary language had left its original 
home, it was affected by new influences — a new dialect and 
cultural currents different from those which had hitherto been 
dominant.** At the same time it remained fundamentally what 
it had originally been — a dialect of Eastern Georgia, and the 
new surroundings only gradually altered certain of its more 
superficial characteristics. We by no means seek to imply that 
literary Old Georgian necessarily first came into being with the 
appearance of Christianity in the Caucasian area, as a similar 


(2) A series of words related to the Lazo-Mingrelian tongues (N. Marr, Aderuue- 
CKle 3JICEMeCHTHI Bb ASHIKaXb ApMenHiu, Usebctia Akaygemin Hayxrs, 1911-1914, 
1916, 1918-19, passim), a stratum which strongly affected the Armenian. To the sec- 
ond class belong the attrition of the pronominal prefixes, the loss of the secondary 


vocalic element in vocalic noun-endings (-989, -©6> for -jd0, -©659), many 
categories of partially assimilated and erratically distributed loan-words, etc. 

27 A good summary of the arguments in favor of this is given by K. Kekelidze, 
JoOo. Po”). ob. v. I, pp. 37 f. 

8 Cf. 0.9. χοϑοδούϑορνο, J. g@ob obf)., v. 1, pp. 78. 

29 A brilliant sketch of the later section of this development is given by N. Marr, 
in his fKutie cs. [puropia XauypsT itickaro, TP 7 (Cn6. 1911), Jmepnuxs no- 
ἜΒΠΕΚΗ Bb ΠΙΔΒΙΠΙΘΤΙΙΟ ua Kaappxeris, pp. 1 ff. A general review of the situation 
in the Arab period in Djavakhishvili, II, pp. 1 f. and, for Armenia in general, J. Laurent, 
L’Arménie entre Byzance et Islam depuis la conquéte arabe jusqu’en 886, Paris, 1919. 

80 This point has been particularly emphasized by Kekelidze, op. cit., I, pp. 41 f. 

31 Certain dialectal phenomena in the Adysh ms. perhaps reflect this change; see 
above, pp. 296 f. 


This content downloaded from 96.234.11.130 on Wed, 21 Aug 2013 22:43:37 PM 
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions 


904 HARVARD THEOLOGICAL REVIEW 


lingua franca of the upper classes had existed before, but the 
needs of Christianity undoubtedly affected both the vocabulary 
and the style. Thus the literary language of the earlier period 
(after the sixth century) may be defined as an inter-provincial 
dialect, retaining an eastern base, but removed from its original 
milieu and exhibiting, as time goes on, a growing infusion of 
western forms; this idiom was stabilized but not petrified by 
being reduced to written form. 

Nevertheless the divergence between the literary monuments 
and the tongue of the people never became so marked in Georg- 
ian as in Armenia, where almost the entire body of the litera- 
ture underwent two, and probably three, conscious dialectal 
overhaulings.*® This process had made large progress by the 
middle ages: the literary language became so artificial that it 
had to be learned by authors in mature years as the medium of 
literary expression. In consequence an extensive corpus of gram- 
matical literature arose in Armenian, based upon Greek text- 
books, which a similar need had brought into being. In modern 
times (and in part in the middle ages) this artificial, or classical, 
language was supplanted by the popular idiom gradually work- 
ing up from below.®*> Georgian, however, was less differentiated, 
and hence did not become standardized or classicized*; accord- 

32 Qn this point in particular see N. Marr’s brochure, H usyueHuio coppeMeHHOTO 
rpy3HHCKOLO ABbIKa, Leningrad, 1922. 

33 It is reasonably clear that the original literary dialect of Armenia must have been 
located in the south, as the earliest translations are those from the Syriac (Eusebius, 
Ephrem, etc.). Later on, after the Arab conquest, the literary centres shifted to the 
north and west, where the Grecophil school of teachers began its activity. With the 
destruction of the national kingdom in the 11th century, the centre of activity was 
transferred to Cilicia. All of these movements have left their trace on the manuscript 
tradition, but owing to the complete absence of early Mss. we cannot ascertain the true 
dialectal character of the early texts. 

34 Cf. N. 6. Adonts, Jlionucitt OpakiiicKifi πὶ apMAHCKle TOmKOBaTeH, Petro- 
grad, 1915. 

365 On this point many Armenists remain stubbornly blind. In one case the facts 
observed brought home later the true state of affairs, namely to J. Karst, Historische 
Grammatik der kilikisch-armenischen Sprache, Strassburg, 1900. The earlier chapters 
of this work appeared separately, but the palinode of the author is to be found on pp. 
132 ff. 

36 The nearest approach to this came in with the neo-scholasticism of the 18th cen- 
tury, when the Kat‘olikos Antoni sought to reintroduce a somewhat altered form of 


John Petritzi’s style into Georgian literature. The old scholastic literature had been 
snuffed out by the invasion of the Mongols; the new shipwrecked on the popular ro- 
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ingly it was never unreceptive of new dialectal elements and 
to some extent gradually altered its form in accordance with its 
new dialectal surroundings. Hitherto it has been possible to 
trace this process in Georgian only in a general way, nor 
were the stages of the mutations definable, but owing to the 
discovery of the khanmeti palimpsest texts, referred to above,” 
new and unexpected light has fallen upon the history of the Old 
Georgian literary tongue, and we are now in a position to trace 
to some degree how its dialectal complexion was altered. 

We have already mentioned these documents, but in order 
to explain the term here applied to them it is necessary to 
touch on certain phenomena of the morphology and syntax of 
the Georgian verb. The most striking peculiarity connected 
with this part of speech is that the regimen (that is, the cases in 
which the logical subject and the logical object of a verbal form 
respectively stand) varies in accordance with the tense em- 
ployed. We should also point out here that the dative case in 
Georgian fulfils in addition the functions of the accusative 
and the locative. 

The specific meaning of any verbal form is determined in 
Georgian, as in other languages, by various suffixes and pre- 
fixes attached to the stem. These are, on the one hand, the 
morphological elements which determine the limitation im- 
posed on the given verbal form, or, in other words, the personal 
and tense endings of the verb, and, on the other hand, the ele- 
ments which express the pronominal subject and object of the 
verbal form.® The formatives of the first category are for the 
most part suffixes, while the pronouns are largely represented by 
prefixes. Differences of mode (or better, ‘aspect,’ to use a term 
borrowed from the grammar of the Slavic languages) are ex- 
pressed in Georgian by prefixing to the root the vowels a, i, e, 
which impart to the root a transitive-causative, a passive, 
and a reflexive sense respectively. 
mantic movement. Hence no grammatical literature appeared in Georgian until the 
18th century. 

87 See above, pp. 288 f. 

88 The best and clearest exposition of this (from the point of view of the modern 


tongue) is by A. Dirr in his Grammatik der grusinischen Sprache, Wien o. J., pp. 68 ἢ; 
also his Einfiihrung i. das Studium der kaukasischen Sprachen, Leipzig, 1928, pp. 61 f. 
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To illustrate the statements just made, two tables follow, in 
which are set forth: (1) the regimen of the various tenses in 
Georgian; (2) the pronominal and objective prefixes used both 
in Old Georgian and in the modern language (on page 367).°° 


Tense Regimen 
Logical Subject Logical Object 
I. Present, imperfect, nominative dative 
optative, negative 
imperative 
II. Aorist, subjunctive- dative pronominal = nominative 

future, imperative, (man in singular) 
philosophical present 

Il. Perfect, future- dative nominative 
subjunctive, impersonal (mas in singular) 


verb, and reflexive forms 


The new documents, which are unquestionably written in 
literary Old Georgian from the point of view of vocabulary and 
syntax, diverge strikingly from the normal texts in certain 
morphological particulars. The most important of these is that 
a different group of pronominal prefixes, partly subjective, 
partly objective, are employed. These appear in some instances 
before vowels where the normal texts do not employ them.” 
The pronominal categories as reconstructed from these texts 
present a distinctly different appearance. 


Subjective Objective 
Singular Plural Singular Plural 
{. pers. bs) — by — ο) 0 — δ.) (5) —, d — 
before oi by beforeoi by 
by crasis by crasis 
2. pers. b— b—o ἃ — 3 — 
3. pers. 0—[b, 0] 0 — [6, b] 5 — b— 6 
1. pers. xu — xu —t m— gu (ii) —, τὰ — 
before οἱ xti before 01 xii 
by crasis by crasis 
2. pers. x — x—v g— g — 
3. pers. 0 —[s, 0] 0 —[n, s] x— x—n 


39 In the tables, when the subject is in the plural in regimens ΠῚ and III, the case or 
form is the same in both types. The philosophical present, or (in Shanidze’s terminology) 
permansive, is a form (confined to the 3rd person) which expresses continuous or cus- 
tomary action. The pronominal prefix 3 ἢ becomes |) 9 before dentals or their pala- 
talized equivalents, Ὁ § before Tzischlaute, and disappears before vowels. 


40 For example, boy beoagb for sJaybeogb; dab foab for dggf0ab, etc. 
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[s] [s] [0] [0] 


-- (0) uUu—(MY —(O)T [α] --- [u]—9 [s]—0 [s]—Q 5196 -g 
a—3 --ὃ —3 [al—o Lal—Oss)y —9Q —(oss)y ‘ssod -z 
F er} Ν (a) ns} —uw [a]—a [4] --- ἃ —A —a ‘sted ‘7 


[9] [4] [0] [0] 


—(o)e 9g—O)e —(Oe [4] --ὦ [4] --- [4] --Ὁ la]J—o ‘sated “ς 
ω--ϑ --ϑ --ὸ [o]—o [©]—©eve —Oeve —Q ‘sied +z 
. © a _© 5 [co] —2 [«o] —@ ΒΕ. —€ θα Ὁ 
πΒ 3109.) MON πΒ: 3109.) PIO τ προ = WeIBIOIT) MONT ueI#1095) P[O WeEIBI0I) MON uLIZ1095) PIO 
[81π|4 qemZuig [81η|4 qemnguig 
earpelqQ earpelqns 


897 12.401 JOUIMOUOLT 
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The differences between the two systems may be summed up 
as follows: 

(1) In the first person the subjective prefix is ὅω- xu- in 
place of 3 v; before following 01 it takes the form by xii by 
crasis. 

(2) In the second person of the subjective category and the 
third person of the objective, prefixed b- x- takes the place of 
3 h (respectively s/S/0) of the normal texts. Ὁ x 15 retained be- 
fore vowels, where 3 ἢ disappears in the normal texts.*" In addi- 
tion the prefix «)- u- of the comparative forms of adjectives ap- 
pears in the form by xu-; e.g., byIx~dGbo yumjobeysi for 
“ῦχ αδθῖδο umjobeysi, ‘best.’ 

The appearance of these texts led to the solution of a riddle 
which had long perplexed Georgian scholars. In the colophon 
attached to his version of the gospels George the Athonite begs 
copyists to keep the text of his edition pure, and not to conflate 
it with the Ὀοδοθϑοςοσῶο «ws δοδϑηθο sabacmiduri and khan- 
meti texts.” The sense of the first of these words was obvious; 
it refers to the monastery of St. Saba in Palestine, but what 
khanmeti meant no one was able to make out.“ A. G. Shanidze 
now realized that the newly-discovered texts were what George 
referred to, and that the enigmatic name meant exactly what its 
component parts implied: ὅσσ khan, the letter 6 x and d9@0 
mett, ‘more,’ ‘addition,’ “surplus.” The word signifies the text 
in which khans are added, and manuscripts of this type in 
George’s day can have been no great rarity, to judge from his 
words. This showed, furthermore, that such texts were no 
sporadic phenomenon, but a well-recognized type. 

To the significance of this discovery from the linguistic point 
of view we shall return below; we must now turn our attention 
to the chronology which Djavakhishvili has set up for his 
documents. He begins his argument with what is undoubt- 


41 In other words the subjective prefixes are wholly different but the objective 
prefixes in part the same. 

42 This colophon has frequently been printed, but the last and only critical edition 
is by A. Shanidze in his article, JAZ) @ Abo JoOHNYQCO ὁ. δ οόοῦ s@Iambg- 
bob δούς, Bull. Univ. Tifl., II, 1928, pp. 402-403. 

43 Shanidze enumerates a most amusing series of guesses, pp. 407-409. 
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edly the oldest of the three inscriptions containing khanmeti 
suffixes — that on the church at Bolnisi.** According to the 
“Conversion of Georgia” this church was built by a bishop 
Eliay (Elijah).4* On somewhat conjectural grounds Djavakhish- 
vili assigns this dignitary to the beginning of the fifth century.” 
He identifies the Bishop Davit’, mentioned in the inscription 
with the Bishop Davit’ of Bolnisi, whose name appears in the Ar- 
menian collection of documents known as the Ῥῥμρ hy feng 
Girk’ T’yt’oc’, “The Book of Letters,” as having attended the 
anti-chalcedonian council at Dvin at the beginning of the sixth 
century.” The inscriptions on the Church of the Cross at 
Mtskhet are placed by Djavakhishvili between the years 590 
and 650.48 In the latest of these the letter ὃ Ὁ ban has a slightly 
opened head, which leads him to believe that the change in its 
form began to take place at this period.*® In the second place 
the same expression occurs in two of the Mtskhet inscriptions: 
dgab oys3 meox igav, “be our intercessor.’ In the earlier in- 
scription (that of the ypatozi ὕπατος [i. 6. consul] Dimitre) the 
Ὁ x appears in the word boysg xzqgav; in the second (that of 
Adarnase) the Ὁ x is omitted oysg tgav.*© This instability in the 
usage leads Djavakhishvili to conclude that thet x began to 
disappear in the first half of the seventh century, and he ac- 
cordingly concludes that these palimpsests must have been 
written before that date and belong to the sixth century.” 
Djavakhishvili’s argument in general and his chronology in 
particular have been sharply criticised by Hencko (Teuxo).** He 
quotes, and agrees with, the present writer’s original sugges- 


44 Djavakhishvili, pp. 320 f. 

45 ἘΞ, Takaishvili, Onucanie pyKonuceli OOnjectBa pactipocrpaHeHiA rpaMorT- 
HOCTH cpeyu rpy3uHe, II, p. 721. 

46 Pp. 321 f. 

τ thre Paling: Vunnbimgp mG εῖν lnpuobbeng. Pf pjf4, 1901, p. 181, 1, 2 
hue bh bypubayan βαηῦβω, 

48 Djavakhishvili, pp. 324 f. 

49 Djavakhishvili, plates viii-ix. 

50 Tbid., plates vili-ix and pp. 365 f. 

51 N. A. Hencko, IIo nozonzy padbotr mpod. UW. A. [mapnaxumeusau, Kacato- 
mjelica ΓΡΥΒΗΗΘΚῊΧ MayiuMiicecTos c 6uOseucKuMu TeKcTamu, TeKcTH u Paszic- 
KaH1A 10 KaBkKasckKou dunonoruu, Tom I, Leningrad, 1925, pp. 35-49. 

52 Hencko, pp. 35-36. 
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tion (contained in a letter to Professor Marr) that the date of 
the palimpsests should be fixed at about 750 a.p.* After casti- 
gating Professor Djavakhishvili for a number of careless or 
misleading statements and for twisting the sense of certain pas- 
sages, Hencko points out the statement of Abraham (Abraam), 
the writer of the letter in the Girk’ T’yt’oc’ (whence Djavak- 
hishvili derived the statement about Davit’ of Bolnisi) that 
the list of bishops present at the council was not drawn from 
the original acts of the council, since these had been destroyed.* 
It was a retranslation from a ‘Roman’ (that is, Greek) list, 
which had been obtained from Edessa, and, says Hencko, is 
consequently worthless.**° Hencko furthermore attacks the 
palaeographical part of Djavakhishvili’s argument, which he 
considers to be entirely a priori, and to fail to distinguish between 
palaeographical and epigraphical evidence; further Hencko 
points out that the Sinai Codex 64 (864 a.p.),°® of which he 
prints a photograph, shows in a number of cases the closed 
form of the letter ban and “almost”’ the same forms of gar and 
υ]6. He shows further that Djavakhishvili fails to take into 
account the fact that in general in the palaeographical history 
of a script we become acquainted only with the main palaeo- 
graphical centres and with the hands developed in them; we 
rarely know or can identify provincial, regional hands.*® Hencko 
likewise remarks that all our old dated Georgian ss. are de- 
monstrably either of Tao-Klardjet’ian or of Palestinian origin, 
and suggests that the home of the khanmeti texts was in 
Georgia proper or K’art’li.°® They can have been no rarity in 
the days of George the Athonite, and in one instance at least 
(Eccl. Mus. no. 799) a codex survived more or less intact until 
the 14th century, that being the date assigned to the second, 
or upper, writing.” 

What measure of truth is contained in these contradictory 
views? We cannot be certain that Bishop Davit’ of Bolnisi 
and the Davit’ mentioned in the inscription are one and the 


53 Tbhid., pp. 38-41. 54 Hencko, pp. 44 f. 
55 Thid., p. 45. 58 Tbid., pp. 45-47. 
57 Tbid., facing p. 48. 58 Tbid., pp. 46-47. 
69 Tbid., p. 48. 60 Tbid., p. 47. 
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same person, but certain of Hencko’s other strictures lack 
cogency. The accuracy of the episcopal list is not necessarily 
to be impugned, for Abraam insists upon two points: (a) the 
list obtained from Urha (Edessa) was an official translation; (6) 
not all of the names of persons or places could be recognized 
with certainty in their Greek guise.“' The name of Davit’ and 
that of his see, however, are perfectly clear.” The identification 
is, indeed, not certain, but it seems to be possible. Djavakhish- 
vili’s dating of the Mtskhet’ inscriptions appears to me sound. 
As far as the palaeographical side of the argument is concerned, 
we must remember that the differences in ductus which inevi- 
tably exist between palaeographical and epigraphical documents 
of the same epoch are much less marked in the case of capital 
letters, which are drawn and not written. On the other hand, 
there can be no doubt that the palaeographical arguments 
derived from the forms of the letters are seriously damaged 
by Hencko’s statements and by observations on Caucasian MSs. 
subsequently made by C’ikobava.® 

Before proceeding to set forth my own view, I will sum up the 
points which the two scholars mentioned seem to me to have 
definitely determined. It is certain that the prefixes Ὁ x bs) xu 
were used in K’art’li during the years 590-650, but it may well 
be that the literary tradition began to waver after that period. 
The closed forms of the letters ban, gar, and vie are also found 
in those inscriptions, but the palaeographical tradition did 
not die out at this time, and is still observable in the oldest 
extant manuscripts. 

In addition the following points can be urged. A careful 


61 Tbid., p. 47. 

& HApe Pyfry, p. 183, Il. 15-22: | 
ὁ PEWS. be ung, be unipp, apyke apd kp, shupughh Pupyduehy, ap 
ki op pus pus guts fa Li Guy fala πα ny Bu Guapo namigt με! Ἷ; τι «- κα Ἷ, py δε &i 
np hus fz 7 διαμδπι ἢ ba ms ppudbe ps 

68 In h396o dgQgbo0gHJoo III, No. 3-4 (known to me only from Kekelidze’s 
review 9G) 6bomby60 ibid., No. 9). C’ikobava showed that the closed b was a 
rather frequent phenomenon in the older Mss.; see also 3° 8939 moda, Ὀοθθηθο 


6Q> 39999HO ὁοδδόδθο, JoIAdbo~yggwo I, 1926, pp. 262-267. 
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study of the hand of the Sinai ms. (in the original) “ and of the 
Bodleian fragment (from the excellent photograph in the writ- 
er’s possession) leaves no doubt in my mind that the Bodleian 
Ms. is the older of the two. In the first place the letters of the 
Bodleian ms. are of the epigraphic type. They are square; the 
vertical and horizontal axes of letters with bellies or bodies 
tend to be of equal length: but the characters in the Sinai Ms. 
are rectangular, the vertical axes bemg longer than the hori- 
zontal. Secondly, in the Bodleian fragment the letters are 
widely spaced, while the letters in the Sinai MS. are written close 
together. Thirdly, in the Bodleian fragment the heads of the 
three letters under discussion are really closed, the top of the 
curve being joined to the top of the hasta by a hair-line, but 
this is not the case in the Sinai Ms., where the curve frequently 
approaches close to the hasta,® but there is never any hair-line 
connecting them. 

All these considerations lead me to date the Bodleian frag- 
ment considerably earlier than the Sinai Ms., a century earlier 
in any case, and more probably (as I now think) about 700 a.p. 
Whether it should be put further back than this I cannot 
say, as the materials for comparison are lacking. In the second 
place Shanidze® has pointed out that in the Adysh Gospels 
we have traces of a third divergent system of pronominal pre- 
fixes in which the characteristic consonant 15 3 ἢ; to this we shall 
return below.*? This observation shows beyond question that 
the Adysh Ms. is a copy of an old Ms. which has been revised in 
accordance with the later established orthography; and this 
receives additional confirmation when we compare the text of 
the Adysh ms. with that of the khanmeti fragments.®® An 
unquestioned kinship exists between the two both in readings 

64 This was inspected by me during a visit there in April, 1927. A large number of 


the disputed letters were examined by all members of the party and by the σκευοφύλαξ, 


Father Ioakim. 
65 In about 30 per cent of the cases of the Jetter Ὁ and in about 15 per cent of the 


other letters. 
Oa ὃ. dsbodg, Bulletin de l’Université de Tiflis, II, pp. 417 f. 


67 See below, p. 375. 

68 A careful comparison of the text in Mark and Matthew with the Adysh Ms. was 
undertaken by B. H. Streeter and R. P. Blake. For the most part the fragments come 
from the parables, and are textually not very interesting. 
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and in vocabulary. We must accordingly infer that both the 
Adysh codex and the khanmeti fragments belong to a class of 
manuscripts not touched by the revisers who have left their 
traces in the Opiza and T’bet’ Gospels. In other words we are 
dealing with a stratum of textual tradition which antedates the 
Grecophil movement, while the dialectal peculiarities in the 
case of the khanmeti texts point towards Eastern Georgia or 
K’art’li. 

Over the interpretation of the khanmeti dialectal peculiarities 
another acrimonious controversy has arisen. Some years ago 
Marr presented the theory that since a number of words found 
in Old Georgian texts bear evident morphological and philo- 
logical relationship to Swanet’ian forms, we must infer that 
at an earlier period Swanet’ian tribes, now confined to the 
mountain-locked valley of the Ingur, must have inhabited the 
slopes of the Anticaucasus, and in particular have dwelt in the 
mountainous district of Meskhia. Only in this way can the 
presence of such Swanet’ian forms in the literary language be 
explained.*? 

This theory has been sharply attacked by Djavakhishvili, 
but his arguments in rebuttal are for the most part not very 
weighty.” The forms 63 xv and Ὁ x for the pronominal prefixes 
of the subjective category in the first and second persons actu- 
ally occur in Swanet’ian,” and as Marr had surmised that the 
original translation of the Scriptures might have been into 
Swanet’ian,” the discovery of these texts led me to assume that 
we had here, if not a Swanet’ian text, at least one which em- 
ployed Swanet’ian forms to a far greater extent than any 
which had previously been discovered.” Of this view I am no 
longer sure. My doubts are based on the fact that a large num- 


69 See above, note 26. 

70 Djavakhishvili, pp. 346 f. 

71 Baron P. von Uslar’s sketch of Swanetian grammar in his AOxascKaa I‘pam- 
mMaTuka, Tiflis, 1887 r, is unfortunately not accessible here, and the sketch by 
09930b4)939@0 J3>bo [B. Nizaradze] in 039@0 boJoGmg39@a, II, pt. I, 
p. 84-98, has been used. 

72 N. Marr, Ou‘Miaq3suHCcKiit @parmMeHTs, p. 388. 

73 In a letter from R. P. Blake to N. Marr, quoted by Hencko, p. 36, and Djava- 
khishvili, pp. 361-362. 
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ber of texts have come to light among the palimpsests in the 
Caucasus in which the pronominal prefixes are employed as in 
the khanmeti texts, but in which in place of 6 x we find 3h. 
Shanidze, who has been making a special study of these texts, 
has termed them, by analogy with the expression khanmeti, 
399090 haémet: (from 359 haé, the name of the letter 3 h).” 
Traces of a text of this type have been observed by Shanidze, as 
we mentioned above, in the Adysh Gospels.”® Djavakhishvili” 
explains the problem as to how the Ὁ x disappeared by assum- 
ing a progressive degeneration or attrition of the pronominal 
prefixes. He points out that omnium consensu the earliest 
Georgian literary monuments were characterized by prefixes 
of the khan type, for the roots Var and νυ, esse and ?re, still 
use, even in the modern dialects, the Ὁ in the second person of 
the present tense, where we have the forms 696, bo@o yar, 
xart’, ‘thou art,’ ‘you are,’ and bas@, bam xval, xvalt’, 
‘thou goest,’ ‘you go,’ and he accordingly assumes that the 
prefixes in other verbal forms degenerated, while these re- 
mained. I must confess that this hypothesis seems to me highly 
doubtful. There is in any case a survival, but it is much easier 
to suppose that a different type of prefix came into use in the 
other forms, and not that the forms themselves wore down, 
a process which does not occur in Georgian.” 1 am convinced 
of the superior probability of Shanidze’s explanation, that the 
areas In which literary work was carried on gradually shifted. 18 
The data afforded by the dialectal distribution of the prefixes 
in modern Georgian tend to confirm this: the prefixes of the 
b4- b- xu- x- type are East Georgian.’? Now it is reasonably cer- 
tain that our early Christian texts, or in any case the earliest 
of which we have any definite trace, were composed in the 


74 See above, note 66. 

75 See above, note 66. 

16 Pp. 861 ἢ. 

77 See Gerhard Deeters, ‘Armenisches und Siid-kaukasisches’, in Caucasica, Heft 3, 
Leipzig, 1926, pp. 37-82; Heft 4, 1927, pp. 1-64. 

78 Bull. Univ. Tifl. II, 1923, pp. 410-411. 

9. 93030 dobodg, bado0gJQHQGo sGgnoJbo θη, s0Gobs @o 
Q60gJHISOO sGgQHoJbo Igbsdg s0G0bs JoHoyw~ %Ib6gdd0, Hg0- 
obo, 1920, pp. 145 ff. 
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province of Gogarene (Toyapnvn) or Gogark’ (now the Boréalo 
district).® Later on the centre of literary activity seems to have 
shifted southward and westward into Meskhia, which may well 
have been the home of the ‘haémeti’ texts.*! Unfortunately 
this area has become de-georgianized, and our knowledge of 
the older dialect of the district is practically nil. What evi- 
dence we have does not run counter to this theory, and I would 
also hazard the conjecture that the instability in the Adysh ms. 
of what are usually stable and basic 3 v’s may possibly be due 
to Meskhian influence.” 

The importance of these dialectal documents is considerable 
in another respect: they show that we look at Georgian texts 
almost wholly through Tao-Klardjet’ian glasses.** We can infer 
that the process of stylistic revision was gradual,** and to 
some extent preceded the reconstitution of the text. The Adysh 
Gospels escaped the second half of the process, and it is note- 
worthy that from the textual point of view they are closely con- 
nected with the khanmeti fragments. The actual date of these 
latter documents is perhaps more important palaeographically 
than it is for textual purposes, for the fact that the manuscripts 
are written with the khanmeti peculiarities shows that they are 
descendants of the ancient version, whatever their date may be. 
I see therefore no reason for doubting that the Adysh ms. and 
the khanmeti fragments substantially represent the type of New 
Testament text current in Georgia about 600 a.p. and probably 
earlier, though I doubt if any of the fragments themselves are 
as old as this date. 

80 See above, note 27. 

81 So Shanidze, Bulletin Univ. Tifl. 11, 411. 

8? Some evidence is afforded by the language of the Georgian epic Vep‘khis Tqaosani 
by Sota Rust‘aveli, but the uncertainties of the textual tradition make any deductions 
highly dubious. Cf. J. O. Wardrop in the Introduction to his sister’s translation, The 
Man in the Panther’s Skin, London, 1912, pp. vili-ix, and N. Marr, [pysuuckaa 
nooma «Butssb Bb Oapcosoli mKypb» lors: 588} Pycrasa uw HOBaA KyJIbTypHO- 
ucTtopuyeckan mpoOstema. I. Imemennaa cpega. Il. HynptypHas cpeya ΒΗ smoxa. 
MAH 1917, pp. 415-446, 475-506; see above, p. 297. 

83 A point insisted upon by Hencko; see above, note 51. 

84 A good instance of how expressions came to be replaced is found in the colophon 


of Cod. Jerus. 36, discussed by N. Marr, Antrioxs Crparurs, [smbrenie Iepyca- 
wuMa repcamu Bt 614 τ. TP ix (Cu6. 1909), p. 69. 
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EXCURSUS III 


Tue Harcitean VERSION OF THE GOSPELS ! 


Silva New 


Since the facts of the Armenian and Georgian versions of the 
gospels seem to show that there once was a Syriac text of 
Caesarean type, the apparatus of the Harclean version sug- 
gested itself as possibly preserving traces of such a text. This 
has led to a study of the marginal notes and the gospel text of 
that version, and to certain conclusions as to the problems of 
the Harclean text itself. 

There is no adequate edition of the Harclean gospels with 
their complicated apparatus criticus. White’s edition (1778) is 
drawn from two manuscripts (Oxford, New College 333 and 
334), and the editor added, in notes at the end of the volume, 
some information about other manuscripts. In 1789 Adler ? 
published a discussion of the three Syriac versions which he 
knew, and added to the already known material the evidence of 
two manuscripts in the Vatican and of one in Paris. Since that 
time more manuscripts have been found, but no critical edi- 
tion has combined all the evidence. As Adler’s notes suggest, 
White’s two manuscripts were in fact not so complete as to 
make another edition superfluous, and when in 1927 an op- 
portunity presented itself to examine superficially all but four 
of the manuscripts hitherto catalogued, considerable variation 
showed itself among them in both text and apparatus. Judged 
by the completeness and distinctiveness of their apparatus or by 
the quality of their continuous gospel text, the following Har- 
clean Mss. appear to deserve chief attention: 


1 [The bearing of this Excursus on the views presented in the treatment of the 
Philoxenian and Harclean versions in J. H. Ropes, The Text of Acts (The Beginnings 
of Christianity, vol. III), 1926, and especially in respect to certain assumptions therein 
made without adequate discussion, will not be overlooked by the student of these sub- 
jects. J. H. R.] 

2 J. G. C. Adler, Novi Testamenti versiones Syriacae, Simplex, Philoxeniana et 
Hierosolymitana, Copenhagen, 1789. 
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Bibliotheca Angelica, Syr. 3 

Vatican, Syr. 267 (see plate, opposite) 
Vatican, Syr. 268 

Bibliothéque Nationale, Syr. 53 
Bibliothéque Nationale, Syr. 55 

British Museum, Rich. 7163 

British Museum, Add. 17124 

Cambridge University Library, Add. 1700 
Oxford, New College 333 

Oxford, New College 334 


As Adler’s published list of variants had already indicated, 
many marginal readings found in other manuscripts are not 
included in the apparatus of either of the New College manu- 
scripts. Some idea of how much might be gained from a com- 
plete edition of the Syriac apparatus which could be assembled 
from all the mss., can be had from the accompanying table 
(pp. 378-381) covering the relatively few Greek marginal notes 
in four manuscripts of the Harclean for the Gospel of Mark. 

This table shows the incompleteness of the Greek marginal 
apparatus in these manuscripts; a similar amount of variation 
appeared in many of the other manuscripts examined. No one 
MS. is markedly superior to the others, and the evidence does not 
suggest that any one is derived directly from any other or even 
that any two have a near common ancestor. A cursory exam- 
ination of the Syriac notes, including those which name the 
source of Old Testament quotations, gives the same result. In 
addition to White’s edition, we have available a collation of the 
marginal apparatus of five mss. and photographs of two others. 

The text also is not completely the same in the manuscripts 
examined. Aside from the transposition of variants as between 
text and margin, which occurs occasionally in all the manu- 
scripts, there seems to be a real division of the text into two 
types represented by two groups of mss. Just what is the text- 
cual difference between them can be ascertained only by full col- 
lations, but it probably corresponds, at least partly, to the 
difference in the form of the colophon usually found at the end 
of the Gospel of John. The shorter form of the colophon is 
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found in the New College and Vatican manuscripts, and was 
published by White. The longer, published by Adler, has an 
extra sentence, and is found in the Paris ΜΒ., Syr. 55, as well as 
in Angelica, Syr. 3; Cambridge, Add. 1700; and others. It is 
noteworthy that the Angelica and Cambridge mss. have few 
or no traces of Syriac marginal notes, but this is not the case 
in one of the Paris manuscripts belonging to this group. It is 
not probable, therefore, that the loss of the margin corresponds 
to the variation in text; but little real light can be thrown on 
these questions until complete collations have been made. 

From the available material, however, some points can be 
provisionally discussed, and we shall here consider (1) the inter- 
pretation of the colophon, (2) the nature of the manuscripts 
which Thomas of Harkel had before him, and (3) the relation of 
these to the text which he provided. The starting point must 
necessarily be the colophon. 


(1) The Colophon to the Gospels and its Interpretation 


What Thomas did seems to be this. A translator, whose 
name is not given but who according to the almost contempo- 
rary Moses of Aghel (perhaps ca. 550) was the chorepiscopus 
Polycarp, prepared for Philoxenus of Mabug a Syriac transla- 
tion in the year 508. Then, in 616, ‘Thomas’ at the Enaton 
of Alexandria collated this version with Greek manuscripts. 
That this ‘Thomas’ was Thomas bishop of Harkel is nowhere 
stated in the colophon of the version, but the usual assumption 
that it was he is probably correct. The difficult and important 
question which arises is this: Did Thomas make a new trans- 
lation, or did he merely copy out the text of Polycarp, adding 
variants known to him from Greek and Syriac? 

The colophon runs as follows, the Latin version being based 
on White, with some corrections, partly drawn from Adler: 
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Est autem liber hic quatuor 
evangelistarum sanctorum, qui 
translatus est e lingua Graeca 
in Syriacam cum accuratione 
multa et labore magno pri- 
mum quidem in urbe Mabug 
anno 819 Alexandri Macedonis 
[a.D. 508] diebus religiosi Mar 
Philoxeni confessoris, episcopi 
illius urbis. 


Collatus est autem postea 
cum diligentia multa a me 
Thoma humili cum tribus ex- 
emplaribus Graecis valde pro- 
batis accuratisque in Enaton 
Alexandriae urbis magnae, in 
monasterio sancto Antoniano, 
quippe vel exaratio eius facit 
ad utilitatem animae meae 
aegrotae et omnium eorum qui 
cupiunt accurationem libro- 
rum sacrorum. 

Item descriptus est autem 
et collatus loco praedicto anno 
927 ipsius Alexandri indictione 
quarta [a.p. 616]. Quanta au- 
tem opera et cura fuerit mihi 
in illo et sociis 6115 Dominus 
solus novit qui retribuet uni- 
cuique secundum opera sua in 
iudicio suo iusto et recto, in 
quo digni fiamus misericordiae 
ab eo. Amen. 


Apart from minor variation and corruption, three important 
questions arise concerning the text of the colophon. (1) In the 
second paragraph there is variation between the readings 
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‘duobus’ and ‘tribus exemplaribus.’ The evidence of the 
marginal notes shows that ‘tribus’ is right. (2) In the second 
paragraph the last clause (beginning ‘quippe vel exaratio’) is 
omitted in White’s manuscripts and in the two great Vatican 
codices. But it does not sound like an interpolation. Is the 
omission possibly an error of the eye in passing from }Mau,0 
os σοῦ λοί» to Pau 0 Jesks)? It should be noted that in this sen- 
tence, not found in White, Adler translated oh..3m by ‘apex,’ 
which gives no sense; but, as Professor Vaschalde informs me, 
it probably means ‘exaratio,’ the actual mechanical writing out 
of the codex. (3) In the last paragraph Adler translates so}, 
by ‘nimirum altera vice,’ and White by ‘deinde’; but both seem 
too strong, for sol is surely not much more than ‘item,’ and 
+? Is no more equivalent to ‘altera vice’ than the Greek δέ 
would be. 

Whatever text of this colophon be accepted, the meaning 
remains the same. A version or translation was made (.o#2}}) 
in A.D. 508 for Philoxenus. A copy of it was made by 
Thomas, and was collated by him (puol}, ἀντεβλήθη) with three 
(or two) Greek manuscripts. The date of this second writing 
out and collating ( proto... aol}) is given as a.p. 616. Inas- 
much as the existing manuscripts contain a Syriac translation 
provided with a collation from at least three Greek and prob- 
ably two Syriac codices, it would be reasonable to suppose that 
we have here the translation which the colophon assigns to 
the days of Philoxenus together with the fruits of the collation 
which it ascribes to Thomas.’ 

But soon after scholars began to study the Harclean version 
it was assumed, under the influence of statements made by 
late Syriac authorities, that the colophon meant more than this, 
and that Thomas had not only copied and collated, but had 
also revised, the version made in the time of Philoxenus. This 
view has become traditional and it has passed into the body 
of widely accepted critical beliefs that the Philoxenian version 
has been lost and that we possess only the revision of it by 


ὁ This view is accepted by A. Ὁ. Clark, ‘The Michigan Fragment of the Acts,’ in 
Journal of Theological Studies, October 1927, p. 19. 
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Thomas. The custom, initiated by White and Adler, in pur- 
suance of Thomas’s own language, of calling the version ‘Phil- 
oxenian’ has been abandoned, and it is generally known as 
‘Harclean.’ 

Of recent years the distinction between Philoxenian and 
Harclean seemed to be confirmed by the work of the late Pro- 
fessor John Gwynn, of Trinity College, Dublin, whose view 
must be carefully stated.‘ 

The earliest canon of the church of Edessa was probably the 
Diatessaron and the Pauline epistles. By the time of Rabbula 
({435) this was no longer the case, and his revision (the 
Peshitto) contained the four gospels, the Pauline epistles, Acts, 
and the three major Catholic epistles. No early copies of the 
Peshitto include the four minor Catholic epistles or the Apoca- 
lypse, and the editio princeps of the Peshitto, published by 
Widmanstadt in 1555 from a manuscript brought from the 
East by the Syrian priest Moses of Mardin, contains only the 
books of this canon. Some late manuscripts of the Peshitto, 
however, do include the four minor Catholic epistles, and from 
these manuscripts the text of these epistles has been edited in 
all the later printed editions of the Peshitto. 

In the Harclean version the manuscripts which contain Acts 
and the Catholic epistles include also the four minor epistles, 
and the relation between this Harclean text of the minor epis- 
tles and the text found in certain late Peshitto manuscripts is 
the problem which attracted Gwynn. He accepted as a datum 
the belief that Thomas of Harkel revised, and did not merely 
copy, the translation made in the time of Philoxenus. ‘‘’Thomas 
of Harkel,” he says,* “who, in his colophon appended to the 
several divisions of his work, is himself the primary authority 
for all we know of his version of the New Testament, expressly 
and with exact detail of time and place describes it as being — 
not afresh translation, but rather — a revision of a previous 
translation, modified by comparison with one or more Greek 

4 John Gwynn, articles ‘Polycarpus Chorepiscopus’ and ‘Thomas Harklensis’ in 
the Dictionary of Christian Biography, vol. IV, 1887; Remnants of the Later Syriac 
Versions of the Bible, 1909; The Apocalypse of St. John, in a Syriac Version hitherto 


Unknown, 1897. 
5 Gwynn, Remnants of the Later Syriac Versions, pp. xxiii ff. 
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texts.’ Therefore the situation, as Gwynn saw it, was as follows. 
Two versions of the minor Catholic epistles are extant, and the 
colophons of the Harclean version show that the minor Catholic 
epistles were included in the version made for Philoxenus. 
Since Gwynn was convinced that the translation in the Har- 
clean manuscripts was the version of Thomas, it was obviously 
a natural hypothesis that the version bound up with the Peshitto 
was the Philoxenian. This view was confirmed by his observa- 
tion that there is a close relationship between these two ver- 
sions, and that in some cases the Harclean appears to be a revi- 
sion, made in the interest of a literal rendering, of the more 
idiomatic Syriac of the other version. 

Gwynn’s investigations have undoubtedly proved that the 
version of the minor Catholic epistles in the Harclean manu- 
scripts is based on that found in the later Peshitto manu- 
scripts. His view, however, that the latter is the version made 
for Philoxenus is an hypothesis resting on the assumption that 
Thomas of Harkel made a revision, and that to him, and not to 
his predecessor, is due the peculiar Syriac style of the Harclean 
text. Doubtless, if this were so, the fact that the Harclean 
manuscripts contain a version of the minor Catholic epistles 
which is a revision of that found in the later Peshitto manu- 
scripts would be almost mathematical proof that the version in 
the later Peshitto is the Philoxenian; but did Thomas of Harkel 
revise the Philoxenian version or did he merely copy it? Surely, 
the simplest interpretation of the colophon to the gospels is 
that Thomas copied the translation made in the time of Philo- 
xenus and collated it with other authorities. The result of his 
collation is then to be found in the notes in the margin of the 
Harclean; the result of his copying is the text of the Harclean. 

It is, indeed, possible that under some circumstances the 
phraseology of the colophon might be interpreted otherwise. 
ἀντεγράφη καὶ ἀντεβλήθη --- the familiar Greek phrase — means 
‘was copied’ from such and such an original, and then, after 
copying, ‘was compared’ with it again in order to see that 
the copy was correct. Any errors made in the process of “copy- 
ing’ and found when it was ‘compared’ were corrected, and this 
correction constituted the usual διόρθωσις of a manuscript. 
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Such a result is chronicled by the colophon in the Codex Theo- 
dorae (cod. 565), where, if Belsheim’s collation can here be 
trusted, we read, ᾿Εγράφη καὶ ἀντεβλήθη ὁμοίως ἐκ τῶν ᾿Ιεροσολόμων 
(sic) παλαιῶν ἀντιγράφον (sic). A similar, but not identical, 
case is that of a manuscript ‘copied’ from one exemplar and 
‘compared’ with another. Thus the Codex Sinaiticus was copied 
from some manuscript of which we are told nothing, and many 
years later was collated, at least for parts of the Old Testament, 
with the ‘codex Pamphili’ or a copy of it, and the result was a 
series of marginal notes and actual corrections. But here the 
corrector, known as N°, was trying to change the text for the 
benefit of future scribes. In the Harclean version the situation 
is parallel to neither of those just mentioned; the scribe defin- 
itely says that he copied a Syriac text which he commends, and 
that he collated it with other manuscripts, especially Greek ones. 
Since the marginal notes mention variants for which they ex- 
pressly refer to both Greek and Syriac copies, it would seem 
probable that they are, at least in large part, the product of 
the collation spoken of in the colophon. It is possible that the 
passages in the text included between asterisks and obeli may 
be revisions; but they may be passages in which the researches 
represented by the variants in the margin had made Thomas 
doubtful as to the right reading; usually they mark a non- 
ecclesiastical reading. This question cannot be fully treated 
until we have a critical edition of the Harclean, for at present 
it is clear that in some places the text and the margin have 
exchanged places, while in others asterisks or notes have been 
misplaced or have dropped out. 

One further argument has to be considered. Gwynn draws 
attention to the fact that though we have no tradition that 
Polycarp translated any part of the Bible except the New 
Testament (and the Psalms?), there is a reference in the Syro- 
hexaplaric version of the Old Testament to a “version that was 
translated by the care of the holy Philoxenus.”® Using this as a 
clue, Ceriani took as Philoxenian certain fragments translated 
into Syriac from the LXX of Isaiah and found in Brit. Mus. 


δ Gwynn, Remnants, p. xxxi; Field, Hexapla, II, p. 448. The note in the Syro- 
hexaplar codex at Milan stands at Is. lx. 6. 
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Add. 17106. Accepting this view, Gwynn argues that there 
is a similarity in style between these fragments and the minor 
epistles as found in later manuscripts of the Peshitto. The cor- 
rectness of his judgment is one which only Syriac experts can 
discuss; but it is clear that the identification of the British 
Museum fragments with the translation made in the time of 
Philoxenus is somewhat problematical. 

Therefore, with all respect for Gwynn’s profound learning and 
penetrating scholarship, I submit that the most natural in- 
terpretation of the colophon does not support the theory that 
the Harclean text is essentially different from the Philoxenian, 
and that no evidence has hitherto been presented which for- 
bids taking the colophon in its natural sense. 

Thus far the discussion has been confined to the Harclean ver- 
sion of the gospels. The question of the Harclean Acts and 
epistles is different, and a single point must be added to the 
argument which has been urged with reference to the gospels. 
The notes in Acts differ from those in the gospels in one impor- 
tant respect; all of them are ‘Western’ in textual character (or, 
in the few cases in which they are not, the ‘Western’ reading 
is to be found in the text), whereas in the gospels they represent 
several types of text. A common interpretation of this has been 
that the text of Philoxenus in Acts was ‘Western,’ and that 
Thomas revised it to the Ecclesiastical standard, putting in the 
margin the ‘Western’ readings which he rejected from Philo- 
xenus. If, however, the text of Philoxenus and that of Thomas 
are deemed substantially identical, another explanation must 
be found, for Thomas would hardly have adopted one method in 
the gospels and another in Acts. Again a colophon, in this case 
that appended to the Acts and Catholic epistles, furnishes our 
primary information: 


Descriptus est (»Mob} ) autem ex exemplari accurato eorum qui versi sunt 
(oa2$) diebus (memoriae piae) Sancti Philoxeni confessoris, episcopi 
Mabug. Collatus est (jouol,} ) diligentia multa mea Thomae pauperis ad 
exemplar Graecum in Enaton (ods) Alexandriae, urbis magnae, in 


monasterio Antonianorum, sicut reliqui omnes libri, socii eius. 
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From this colophon it is clear that if we apply the same theory 
to Thomas’s work on Acts that has already been applied in the 
case of the gospels, there is no difficulty. In the gospels Thomas 
says that he was using three Greek manuscripts; in Acts he 
says that he was using one. Therefore, in the gospels the margin, 
coming from three manuscripts of differing types, naturally has 
a mixed textual character; in Acts, being the result of a colla- 
tion with one manuscript only, it has a homogeneous character.’ 

It is true that in some cases the readings of the minor epistles 
found in the later Peshitto manuscripts appear in the margin 
of the Harclean. But this is not always the case, and, in de- 
fault of a complete investigation, the marginal readings in Acts 
and in the Catholic epistles seem quite as likely to represent 
the variants which Thomas found in his Greek manuscripts as 
in the case of the gospels. 


(2) The Marginal Notes 


At least three theories have been offered to explain the origin 
of the marginal notes in the Harclean version: 

(1) That they were derived from those Greek manuscripts 
(doubtless from the library of the Enaton) which the colophon 
says that Thomas used. 

(2) That they are ‘Old Syriac,’ at least in Acts. This was 
Zahn’s belief. It gains support from the two facts that through 
the commentary of Ephrem we know of the existence of an Old 
Syriac version of ‘Western’ type and that the Harclean margin 
in Acts is ‘ Western.’ 


7 A third colophon, appended to the Harclean text of the Pauline epistles, was pub- 
lished (without translation) from the Mohl ms. at Cambridge, England, by R. L. 
Bensly, The Harclean Version of the Epistle to the Hebrews, Chap. xi. 28-xiii. 25, 
Cambridge, 1889. This Pauline colophon is longer than the others and deserves full 
critical investigation in conjunction with the other colophons and with those found in 
the Syro-hexaplaric Old Testament. It contains a statement (apparently about the 
codex from which the version made for Philoxenus was translated) which seems to 
have been drawn from the ‘Euthalian’ material (see J. H. Ropes, The Text of Acts, 
p. clii note 2). In the Pauline colophon it is a cause of suspicion that the writer refers 
to Thomas not as “me, miserable Thomas,” but in the third person as ‘“ Thomas bishop 
of Mabog.” The statement (J. H. Ropes, The Text of Acts, p. clxxvi note 1) with re- 
gard to varying use of ethpacham (‘collatus est’) in the Pauline colophon is subject 
to reéxamination. 
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(3) That they are readings of the Philoxenian text which 
Thomas rejected in revising that translation. 

No one of these theories accounts for all the facts. The mat- 
ter is more complicated. Luckily Thomas has given a few in- 
dications in the notes. He mentions, though unfortunately not 
very often, that a reading is or is not in one or more of three 
Greek manuscripts; why then should it be doubted that these 
three mentioned in the notes are identical with those referred 
to in the colophon? 

Thomas also mentions an “old Syriac manuscript” and a 
manuscript “of Mar Xenaia [i.e., Philoxenus].’’ Probably these 
two are not the same, although the note on Mk. xi. 10 cited 
below seems to imply that the manuscript of Mar Xenaia was 
in Syriac. Can we identify the “old Syriac manuscript” from 
the few notes which mention it? 

(1) On Matt. xxvii. 5: 


In tribus exemplaribus Graecis et uno Syriaco, antiquo illo, non inventum 
est nomen ‘Nazarenum’. 


So far as is known, the insertion of ‘Nazarenum’ 15 a singular 
reading of the Harclean. From the evidence of this note, the 
‘antiquum’ might be either the Peshitto or the version found 
in the Curetonian and Sinaitic Syriac. 

(2) On Matt. xxvii. 35, and Mark viii. 17: 


(Matt. xxvii. 35). Haec periocha prophetae non inventa est in duobus ex- 
emplaribus Graecis, neque in illo antiquo Syriaco. 

(Mk. vii. 17). ‘In cordibus vestris pusilli fide’ non inventum est in duobus 
exemplaribus Graecis, neque in antiquo Syriaco. 


In both these notes the bearing of ‘antiquum’ is again am- 
biguous, since the phrases stated to be absent from the “old 
Syriac”’ are found in neither the Peshitto nor the Evangelion 
da-Mepharreshe; but here the implication is that the reading 
was found only in the third Greek manuscript. 

(3) On Luke xx. 34: 


In exemplari antiquo est ‘gignunt et gignuntur’ sed in Graeco non est. 


This sentence is found in the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe but 
not in the Peshitto. The Peshitto, therefore, is presumably not 
what Thomas refers to as “antiquum Syriacum.” 


This content downloaded from 96.234.11.130 on Wed, 21 Aug 2013 22:43:37 PM 
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions 


CAESAREAN TEXT OF MARK 391 


(4) Finally, there is a note at Matt. xx. 28, not found in 
White’s edition but quoted by Adler from the two manuscripts 
in the Vatican which he knew as ‘Assemani I and II’ (Vat. Syr. 
267 and 268). Adler says that at the end of this verse they 
add: 


Vos autem quaeritis, de pusillo crescere, et de maiore minoris esse. Intro- 
euntes autem et rogati coenare, ne discubueritis in eminentibus locis, ne forte 
dignior te superveniat, et accedens coenae invitator dicat tibi, adhuc deorsum 
accede, et confundaris. Si autem discubueris in minimum locum, et super- 
veniat minor te, dicet tibi invitator coenae, collige adhuc superius, et erit 
tibi hoc utile. Haec quidem in exemplis antiquis in Luca tantum leguntur 
(κεφαλαίῳ) 1.111. Inveniuntur autem in exemplis graecis hoc loco, qua propter 
hic etiam a nobis adjecta sunt. 


This reading is not found in this place in the Sinaitic Syriac or 
in the Peshitto, but is in the Curetonian. So far, therefore, 
as we can identify the ‘antiquum,’ it was similar to that which 
is extant in the Sinaitic Syriac. 

(5) Finally, there is one reference by name to Philoxenus. 


On Mark xi. 10: 


‘Pax in caelo et gloria in excelsis’ non in omnibus exemplaribus Graecis 
invenitur, neque in illo Mar Xenaiae. 


It is generally assumed that this refers to the version made for 
Philoxenus: but it might with more probability mean a manu- 
script which had belonged to him, for the colophons never refer 
to ‘the version of Mar Xenaia,’ but to ‘the version made in 
the time of Mar Philoxenus.’ What version that manuscript 
represented we cannot tell from this single reference, but the 
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe reads ‘pax in excelsis,’ a variant 
cognate to that in the Harclean margin; and the Peshitto 
omits the phrase. Thus the codex of Mar Xenaia was probably 
not a copy of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, and may have 
been a copy of the Peshitto. 


(3) The Greek Manuscripts used by Thomas 


There seems to be no reason for not understanding the three 
Greek manuscripts mentioned in the colophon to the gospels to 
be the same as the three mentioned in various notes to the 
gospels. 
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What type of text did these manuscripts have? The only 
way to answer this question 15 to consider the notes in which the 
readings of Greek manuscripts are specifically mentioned. 

(1) On Matt. xxv. 1: 


‘Sponsa’ non in omnibus exemplaribus invenitur, et nominatim in Alex- 
andrino. 


This reading (καὶ τῆς νὑμφης) is found in Greek manuscripts of 
the Caesarean group and in Detc. In Syriac it is found in the 
Evangelion da-Mepharreshe and the Peshitto. It is barely pos- 
sible from the wording of the note that this reading was known 
to Thomas only in Syriac, but the natural sense is that he knew 
it in at least one Greek manuscript. He certainly had at least 
one Greek manuscript which omitted the reading. Such a manu- 
script might have been either Neutral, Alexandrian, or Ecclesi- 
astical, that is any form of non-western and non-caesarean text. 
The Greek manuscript which contained it, if Thomas had one, 
was of the Caesarean type or else of that of Codex Bezae. 
(2) On Matt. xxvii. 35: 


Haec periocha prophetae non inventa est in duobus exemplaribus Graecis, 
neque in illo antiquo Syriaco. 


The quotation from the Psalms is found in Greek only in 
Caesarean manuscripts and in A. It is present also in some Old 
Latin texts. Thomas had three Greek manuscripts, and says 
that two of them did not contain this reading. Again these two 
might have been of any character other than Caesarean. 

(3) On Matt. xxviii. 5: 


In tribus exemplaribus Graecis et uno Syriaco, illo antiquo, non inventum 
est nomen ‘Nazarenum.’ 


This note gives us no information whatever on the point in 
question. Thomas found the reading in no one of his Greek 
manuscripts, and it is found to-day in no Greek manuscript, 
but is known only through the Harclean version. Its ultimate 
origin seems to be the usual text of Mk. xvi. 6. 

(4) On Mark viii. 17: 


‘In cordibus vestris pusilli fide,’ non inventum est in duobus exemplaribus 
Graecis, neque in illo antiquo Syriaco. 
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This reading is extant in Greek only in manuscripts of the 
Caesarean family, and again Thomas says that two of his three 
Greek manuscripts did not have it. 

(5) On Mark x. 47 or 48: 


In duobus exemplis Graecis ‘filius qui filius est Davidis’ inventum est. 


The translation of this difficult variant is Adler’s. His com- 
ment on the rendering ‘filius, qui filius est Davidis’ is: “‘nomi- 
nativum his verbis indicare vult criticus.”” He continues: “‘hic 
est in duobus exemplis nominativus legitur ὁ vids Δαβίδ. In ter- 
tio igitur suo exemplo legisse videtur Thomas vocativum ὑιέ.᾿ἢ 
In agreement with his two Assemani manuscripts Adler at- 
taches this note to the phrase ‘Jesu fili Davidis’ in the text of 
verse 47. White, on the other hand, edits it with the point of 
reference attached to the phrase ‘fili Davidis’ in verse 48, and 
also renders the cited phrase, “811 filii Davidis,’ which, as Adler 
says, makes no sense. (White’s ‘tribus’ for ‘duobus’ is an error.) 

So far as Greek evidence is concerned, the question of reading 
is complicated in each verse. In verse 47 ὑιέ is read by NBCLA, 
υἱός (ὁ vids) by DKATTI fam™® Orig. In verse 48, ὑιέ is the 
reading of NBCLA, υἱός (ὁ vids) that of DF 28 fam! fam® Orig. 

If, therefore, Adler’s interpretation is correct, and if the 
attachment to verse 47 (with the Vatican manuscripts) is to be 
accepted, the note means that Thomas had one Greek manu- 
script of the Neutral or Alexandrian type and two of Caesarean 
or Ecclesiastical. If White’s manuscript is right in fixing the 
note as belonging to verse 48, Thomas had one Neutral or 
Alexandrian manuscript and two either Caesarean or Western. 
A further collation of Harclean manuscripts would probably 
settle the point. 

(6) On Mark xi. 10: 


‘Pax in caelo et gloria in excelsis’ non in omnibus exemplaribus Graecis 
invenitur neque in illo Mar Xenaiae; in nonnullis autem accuratis, ut puta- 
mus, invenimus illud. [Adler cites this in abbreviated form, ending with 
‘invenitur.’] 


This is still another reading which in Greek is extant only in 
Caesarean manuscripts. Note that here, as in (1), Thomas 
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states that he did not find it in “all” his Greek manuscripts. 
Apparently he found it in at least one. 
(7) On Mark xii. 14: 


‘Dic nobis igitur’ non invenimus in Graeco [Adler: ‘Graecis’]. 


In Greek this reading is found only in DCMN. Therefore this 
note merely suggests that Thomas had no manuscript of the 
type of Codex Bezae in the gospels. 

(8) On Luke xx. 34: 


In exemplari antiquo est ‘gignunt et gignuntur’ sed in Graeco non est. 


In Greek this is only extant in D and in Clement and Origen 
(so also in the Old Latin). 

Besides the eight notes discussed above, seven others, all 
from the Gospel of Luke, will be found reprinted in J. H. Ropes, 
The Text of Acts, pp. clxiii-iv. In these Thomas states that 
the reading in question is not found in ‘all’ his manuscripts, 
but he does not distinguish between Greek and Syriac. It is 
therefore sufficient to observe that the character of the readings 
in these notes does not contradict the results already reached. 
In each the reading which Thomas did not find in ‘all’ — but 
by implication in ‘some’ — of his manuscripts is a Neutral or 
Caesarean reading. One further note (on Matt. 11. 17) points 
out that a reading different from that of the Harclean text is 
found in Thomas’s Greek manuscripts; this 15 an Ecclesiastical 
reading. 

Summarizing the evidence of these readings, it appears 
probable: (a) that Thomas had one Greek manuscript with a 
predominantly Caesarean text; (6) that neither of the other 
two Greek manuscripts which he had was of the type of Codex 
Bezae. They may have been both Neutral, or both Alexandrian, 
or one may have been of each type. The absence of Greek 
‘Western’ readings in the margin of the Harclean in the gospels 
is as noticeable as is their presence in the margin of Acts. (c) He 
had an “‘old Syriac” copy akin to the Sinaitic Syriac; and (d) 
possibly he had a copy of the Peshitto which had belonged to 
Philoxenus. 

It has not been possible to investigate completely the textual 
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character of each marginal note in the gospels; but a rapid sur- 
vey indicates that the character of the readings is thoroughly in 
conformity with the evidence of the longer notes quoted in de- 
tail, that is to say there are Neutral, Alexandrian, and Cae- 
sarean variants, and it is certain that Thomas was influenced 
by texts of these types. The most striking point in studying 
the character of the short notes (which merely give variants, 
with no added comment) is that there are practically no Ec- 
clesiastical readings in the margin; in the few cases where such 
do occur, a reading of a non-ecclesiastical type is to be found 
in the text. In these latter cases the suspicion arises of an ex- 
change of text and note, such as has been described above as 
actually observable in Harclean manuscripts. The ‘Western’ 
variants, which are also found, all seem explicable as due either 
to a Caesarean source or to the ‘antiquum Syriacum.’ 


This content downloaded from 96.234.11.130 on Wed, 21 Aug 2013 22:43:37 PM 
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions 


996 HARVARD THEOLOGICAL REVIEW 


EXCURSUS IV 


Tue RECONSTRUCTED CAESAREAN Text or MARK, 
CHAPTERS I, VI, AND XI 


The following text, as we have reconstructed it, is not sup- 
posed to be identical with that of any manuscript which could at 
any period have been found in Caesarea; but we believe it to be 
closer to the general text in use in that city in the time of Origen 
and Eusebius than is any single extant witness. In constructing 
it account has been taken of all the manuscripts of this group 
which were used in the making of the Tables on pages 213 ff., 
of the quotations in the two Caesarean fathers, the fragments 
of the Palestinian Syriac, and the Berlin parchment fragment. 
No one of these has been habitually followed against the others 
of the group, and there are even a few cases in which a 
reading not found in the Textus Receptus is supported by 
Origen where nevertheless the reconstruction follows a third 
reading because of the support of other members of the family. 
The weight to be given in such cases to the evidence of Origen 
or Eusebius against the majority of Caesarean manuscripts is 
one of the points which need further study. 

The apparatus here printed does not give the evidence on 
which we have based our decisions; that must be sought in the 
Tables, the quotations from Origen and Eusebius in the section 
on Patristic Evidence, and the collations in the pages dealing 
with the Syriac versions. The aim of our apparatus is different. 
(1) It includes variants which seem to deserve consideration as 
possibly Caesarean. (2) In a few cases the Textus Receptus, 
(Stephanus, 1550) contains a reading which is clearly not that 
of the Ecclesiastical Text, and in some of these the reading of 
the Textus Receptus is probably the Caesarean reading. When 
such Caesarean readings occur (supported by the Textus Re- 
ceptus), we have given the Ecclesiastical reading in the ap- 
paratus, with indication of the members of the family which 
support it. 
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MaRrK I 


1,2 Apyn του ευαγγελιου Incov Χριστου (καθως γεγραπται ev Hoaa 
Tw προφητη: ἴδου αποστελλω Tov ayyedov μου προ προσωπου 

8 σου, OS κατασκευάσει τὴν οδον σου: φωνὴ βοωντος εν TN ENN, 
ετοιμασατε THY οδον κυρίου, εὐυθειας ποιειτε τας τρίβους αὐτου) 

4 eyeveTo Iwavyns ev Tn ἐρημω βαπτιζων και κηρυσσων βαπτισμα 
5 μετανοίας εἰς αφεσιν αμαρτιων. καὶ εξεπορευετο προς AUTOV πασα 
ῃ Iovdara χωρα και οι ἱΪεροσολυμιται παντες. και εβαπτιζοντο εἰς 

6 τον Ϊορδανὴν ur αὐτου, εξομολογουμενοι τας αμαρτιας αυὐτων. Kat 
nv o Iwavyns ενδεδυμενος τριχας καμήλου και ζωνὴν δερματινὴν 

7 περι THY οσφυν avTov, καὶ εἐσθιων ακριδας και μελι αγριον. Kat 
εκηρυσσε λεγων οτι ἔρχεται ο ισχυροτερος μου οπισω μου, OU OUK 

8 εἰμι ικανος λυσαι τον ἱμαντα των υποδηματων αὐτου: εΎω υμας 
9 βαπτιζω εν υδατι, avTos vuas βαπτισει εν πνευματι αγιω. Kat 
ΕΎενετο εν ExeLVals ταῖς ἡμεραις, ηλθεν o Inaovs απο Ναζαρετ τὴς 

10 Γαλιλαιας, και εβαπτισθὴ εἰς τον Ἰορδανὴην ὑπο Ιωαννου. Kat 
evdews αναβαινων εκ του vdaTos ειδε σχιζομενους TOUS ουρανους και 

11 To πνευμα του θεου ὡς περιστεραν καταβαινον εἰς αυτον- καὶ φωνὴ 
εκ των ουὐρανων ἠκουσθη: Xv εἰ O VLOS μου ο αγαπήτος, εν σοι ευδο- 
12,13 κησα. καὶ εὐθυς To πνευμα εκβαλλει αὑτον εἰς THY ἐρημον. και ἢν 
EKEL ETL ἡμερας τεσσαρακοντα και τεσσαρακοντα νυκτας πειραζο- 
μενος υπο του Σατανα, Kat ἣν μετα των θηριων, και οἱ αγγελοι 

14 διηκονουν avTw. μετα O€ TO παραδοθηναι τον Ιωαννην ηλθεν o 
15 Ϊησους es την Γαλιλαιαν κηρυσσων το ευαγγελιον του θεου, και 
Aeywrv: ἸΪεπληρωται o καιρος καὶ ἨΎΎικεν ἡ βασιλεια του θεου" 
16 μετανοειτε και TLOTEVETE εν τω ευαγγελιω. και παραγων ο Inaous 
παρα τὴν θαλασσαν της TadtAatas εἰδε τον Σιμωνα καὶ Ανδρεαν 


2 εν τω ἡσαια 565 αποστέλω Θ 3 vox clamoris Grg!-? 
4 om Barritwy Grg? 5 om79®O pagi Iudaeae Grg? om πάντες Θ 69 
παντες και] και παντες fam 565 Grg? εν τω ιορδανη ur αὐτου Θ 700 
ab eo in Jordane flumine Grg?-? 6 nv 5€ 0 wavyns Θ fam' 69 700 o de 
wwavyns nv 28 7 ερχεται] ecce venit Grg? 8 vuas εβαπτισα fam! 
baptizo vos Grg!-? om ὑμας (2°) Grg?® 9 ναζαρεθ O fam! fam 
ev Tw ιορδανὴ fam 28 10 caelos apertos Grg!-? descendentem 
tamquam columbam Grg! 2 12 evdews Θ fam! 700 18 εκει] εν τὴ 
epnuw Θ fam quadraginta dies Grg!.? σατανα] διαβολου 8 Grg!.? 
14 pera de] και μετα Grg? om tov © om o Θ 700 
16 kat παραγων] παραγων de 28 565 700 του σιμωνος fam! fam} 
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Tov αδελῴον Σιμωνος αμφιβαλλοντας τα δικτυα εἰς τὴν θαλασσαν, 
17 σαν yap αλιεις- | Kau εἰπεν αὐτοις o Incous: Δευτε οπισω μου, και 
18 ποιήσω vuas adres ανθρωπων. Kat εὐθυς αφεντες τα δικτυα NKO- 
19 λουθησαν avTw. Kat προβας ολιγον ειδεν Τακωβον τον του ZeBedarov 
και Ἰωαννὴν τον αδελῴον αὐτου, και avTous εν τω TAOLW καταρ- 
20 τιζοντας τα δικτυα. και εκαλεσεν avTous, και ευὐθεως αφεντες τον 
πατερα avtwy Ζεβεδαιον ev τω πλοιω μετα των μισθωτων απηλθον 
ΦῚ οπισω αὐτου. και εισπορενεται εἰς Kadapvaoup, Kat εὐυθυς τοις 
22 σαββασιν εδιδασκεν εἰς τὴν συναγωγην. Kat εξεπλήησσοντο επι 
τὴ διδαχὴ αὐτου: nv yap διδασκων auTous ws εζξουσιαν EXWY, OVX 
23 ὡς Ol YpaupaTes auvTwy. και εὐθυς nv εν TH συναγωγὴ aUTwY 
24 avOpwrros ev πνευματι ακαθαρτω, και avexpake | λεγων- Te nu 
και σοι, Incov Ναζαρηνε; ηἡλθες ἀαπολεσαι nuas; οἰδαμεν σε τις 
φῇ ει, Ο αγιος του θεου. και ἐπετιμησεν avTwo Inaous λεγων- Φιμω- 
26 θητι και εξελθε απὸ του ανθρωπου To πνευμα το ακαθαρτον. καὶι 
σπαραξαν avTov To πνευμα το ακαθαρτον και κραξαν φωνὴ μεγαλὴη 
27 εξηλθεν απ αὐτου. και εθαμβηθησαν παντες, wore συζήητειν προς 
eauTous λεγοντας- Tt ἐστι τουτο, διδαχὴ καινὴ αὐτὴ: κατ εξου- 
σιαν τοις πνευμασι τοις ακαθαρτοις επιτασσει, καὶ υὑπακονουσιν 
28 αὐτω. καὶ εἕηλθε n akon αὐτοῦ εἰς OANY τὴν περίχωρον THs T‘adt- 
29 Navas. καὶ εὐθυς εκ της συναγωγης εξελθων nOev εἰς τὴν οἰκιαν 
80 Σιμωνος καὶ Avdpeov, μετα Ἰακωβου και Iwavvov. ἢ δε πενθερα 
του Σιμωνος KATEKELTO πυρεσσουσα: καὶ εὐθυς λεγουσιν AUTW περι 
81 auTns. και προσελθων ἡγειρεν αὐτὴν κρατησας TNS XELPOS aUTNS: 
32 Kal αφηκεν αὐτὴν Ο πύυρετος, Kat dunkover autos. owas δε γενο- 
LEVYS, OTE εδυσεν ο NALOS, εφερον παντες προς AUTOY παντας τους 
88 κακως EXOVTAS και TOUS δαιμονιζομενους. καὶ ἡ πολις OAN συνηγ- 





αμφιβαλλοντας τα Suxrva] αμφιβληστρα βαλλοντας fam! αμφιβληστρον βαλλοντας 700 
20 εὐθεως εκαλεσεν αὐτοὺς και εὐθυς αφεντες fam? Grg! εὐθυς εκαλεσεν αὐτοὺς Kat 
αφεντες 28 απηλθον οπισω αντου] secuti sunt eum Grg? ἥλθον pro 
απηλθον 8 Grgt 21 om evdus Grg? εἰς τὴν συναγωγὴν εδιδασκεν auTOUS 
© 700 in synagogas eorum et docebat eos Grg? 24 sine nos Grg!.2® 
25 om καὶ (1°) Grg? amo Tov ανθρωπου] απ αὐτου 565 700 Grg!-? 
27 λέγοντες O διδαχὴ Kaw αὐτη] καινὴ διδαχη 700 τις διδαχὴ καινη 28 τις ἢ 
διδαχη αὐτη fam'3 28 αὐυτου] -ἰ εὐθυς πανταχου fam’ 29 om εὐθυς Grg!? 
εξελθων ex τῆς cuvaywyns ηλθεν Θ e synagoga exiit et venerunt Grg?” et exiens 6 syn- 
agoga venerunt Grg?“ exierunt abhinc e synagoga et venerunt Grg! 30 om 
εὐθυς Grg? 31 καὶ] + εὐθυς Grg?® mupetos| - et surrexit Grg? 
avrots} αὐτω Grg?® 32 ore εδυσεν] και edu Grg? 33 ἡ πολις ολη 
συνηγμενὴ nv] ἢ πολις oAn ἣν συνηγμενὴ fam}? ἡ πολις oAn nv συνηγμενὴ nv 565 omnis 
illa civitas congregata erat Grg!.? ἣν odn ἡ πολις επισυνηγμενὴ Θ 
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34 μενὴ nv προς Tas θυρας: και εθεραπευσε πολλοὺς KaKws ExovTas 
ποικιλαις vooots, Kat δαιμονια πολλα εξεβαλε, Kal οὐκ ηφιε aura 
35 λαλειν, ore ἤδεισαν avTov Χριστον εἰναι. Kat πρωι evvvxa λιαν 
86 αναστας εξηλθε εἰς ἐρημον τοπον: κακει “προσηύχετο. καὶ κατε- 
87 διωξεν αὐτον o τε Σιμων καὶ οἱ μετ αὐτου, καὶ EvpovTEs αὐὑτον 
88 λεγουσιν αὐτω ort Ilavres σε ζητουσι. και Neyer avTous: ΑΎωμεν 
εἰς Tas EXOMEVas κωμοπόλεις, Wa κακει κηρυξω" εἰς τοῦτο yap 
89 ἐληλυθα. Kat ηλθεν κηρυσσων εἰς τας συναγωγας avTwy εἰς OANY 
40 την ᾿ αλιλαιαν και τα δαιμονια ἐεκβαλλων. Kat EpxXETaL προς AUTOV 
λεπρος παρακαλων avTov Kat γονυπέτων καὶ λεγων: Κύυριε, εαν 
41 θελης, δυνασαι με καθαρισαι. ο δε Incous σπλαγχρνισθεις εκτεινας 
42 τὴν χειρα ἡψατο αὐτου, λεγων: Θελω, καθαρισθητι. Kau εὐυθυς 
48 ἀπῆλθεν ἡ λεπρα απ avToU, και εκαθαρισθη. και εμβριμησαμενος 
44 αὐτω εὐθεως εξεβαλεν autor, | εἰπὼν αὐτω: Opa μῆδενι εἰπης᾽ 
αλλ υπαγε, σεαυτον δειξον τω Leper καὶ προσένεγκε περι TOU 
45 καθαρισμου σου ο προσεταξε Mwons, εἰς μαρτυριον αὐὑτοις. o δε 
εξελθων ἤρξατο κηρυσσειν πολλα και διαφημιζειν τον λογον, 
wore μῆκετι δυνασθαι avTov εἰς πολὶν φανερως εἰσελθεῖν: addr εξω 
ἐπ EPNMOLS TOTOLS NV, Καὶ NPXOVTO προς αὑτον παντοθεν. 


Mark VI 


1 Kae εξηλθεν εκειθεν και epxerar εἰς THY πατριδα αὐτου: Kat ακο- 
2 λουθουσιν avTw οι μαθηται αὐτου. και γενομενου σαββατου np£aTo 
διδασκειν εν ταις συναγωγαις" και οἱ πολλοι ακουσαντες εξεπλησ- 
govTo ert Tn διδαχὴ αὐτου, λεγοντες: ἸΙοθεν τουτω ταυτα; Kat 
τις n σοφια ἡ δοθεισα avTw, wa dvvapets τοιαυται δια των χείρων 
8 αὐτου γινωνται; OVX OUTOS ἐστιν O τοὺ τέκτονος, υιος Μαριας, o 
αδελῴφος Ιακωβου και Iwonros και Iovéda και Σιμωνος; Kat οὐκ εἰσιν 


34 τον χριστον fam} 700 35 εξηλθεῖ egressus est et venit ατρὶ et egressus 
est illine et abiit Grg? 37 σε ζητουσι] quaerimus te Grg?? 38 και λεγει] 
om καὶ 700 et dixit Grg! Jesus autem dixit Grg? αγωμεν] venite et eamus 
circum Grg! abeamus et eamus Grg? ἐληλυθα] εξηλθον O in synagoga ατρὶ 2 
40 θελησης 565 θελης κυριε 28 41 χειραΐ + αὐτου Grg?® 42 εκαθαρισθη] 
+ alepra illa Grg?® 43 om evdews Grg?® 44. ειπων] και ειπεν 28 
et ostende temet ipsum Grg!? ιερει] αρχίερει fam} 

1 om εκειθεν και ἐρχεται W 2 in synagoga docere eos Grg? wa] Kat 
fam! fam!3 565 W Grg!? 3 ο Tov τεκτονος υιος μαριας] ο TOU TEKTOVOS O LOS 
kat τῆς μαριας fam? o τέκτων o vios τῆς μαριας Θ W o τεκτων o vios μαριαμ 28 ο του 
τέκτονος ULos Kat μαριας 700 Grg? μαριας] + και Grgt wwontos| Josebi Grg? 
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αι αδελῴαι αὐτου woe προς ἡμας; και εσκανδαλιζοντο εν auTw. | 

4 καὶ ἐλεγεν ο Ϊησους: Ουκ εστι προφήτης ατιμος, εἰ μη εν TH πατ- 
ριδι TN EQUTOU και εν τοις σνγγενευσι QUTOU και εν TN OLKLA AUTOU. 

5 καὶ οὐκ δυνατο Exel οὐδεμιαν ποιῆσαι δυναμιν, εἰ μὴ ολιγοις αρ- 
6 ρωστοις επιθεις τας χειρας εθεραπευσεν. και εθαυμασεν δια τὴν 
απιστιαν aUTWY. και περιηγεν ο ησους τας KUKAW κωμας διδασκων. 

7 και προσκαλεσαμενος Tous δωδεκα απεστειλεν αὐτοὺυς ava δυο. 
8 dous αὑτοις εξουσιαν πνευματων ακαθαρτων. και παρηγγειλεν 
αυτοις Wa μηδεν αρωσιν εἰς οδον, μητε ραβδον, μητε πήραν, μῆτε 

9 apTov, μῆτε es THY ζωνην χαλκον, | unde υποδεδεμενους σανδαλια: 
10 Kat μὴ ἐνδυσησθε δυο χιτωνας. Kat ἐλεγεν avTots: που αν εισελ- 
11 θητε εἰς οἰκιαν, exer μενετε ews αν εκειθεν εξελθητε. και OS αν τοπος 
μη δεξηται vas μηδε ακουσὴ τοὺς λογους ὑμων, εκπορενομενοι 
εκειθεν ἐκτιναξατε τον χουν των ποδων υμων ELS μαρτυριον αὑτοις. 
12,13 καὶ εξελθοντες εἐκηρυσσον wa μετανοωσιν, και δαιμονια πολλα 
εξεβαλον, και ἡλειῴον ἐλαίω πολλοὺυς αρρωστους Kat εθεραπευον 

14 aurous. και ἡκουσεν Ἡρωδὴς ο βασιλεὺς, φανερον yap εΎΕενΕεΤΟ TO 
ονομα αὐτου, καὶ ἐλεγον οτι Iwavyns o βαπτιστῆς eynyepTa εκ 

15 veKpwv, Kat δια τουτο αἱ δυναμεις ἐνεργουσιν εν avTw. αλλοι δε 
ἐλεγον ott λιας εστιν- αλλοι δὲ οτι ]ροφητης, ws εἰς των 
10 προφητων. ακουσας δὲ Ἡρωδὴς ελεγεν, Ov eyw απεκεφαλισα 
17 οὐὑτος ἐστιν, Ἰωαννὴς" avTos εκ vexpwv ηγερθη. αὑτος yap Ἡρωδης 
αποστειλας expaTynoe Tov Ἰωαννὴν καὶ ἐδησεν avTov και εβαλεν εἰς 
φυλακὴν δια Ἡρωδιαδα τὴν γυναικα Φιλιππου του αδελῴου αυτου. 

18 οτι eyaunoev avTnv. ἔλεγε yap Iwavyns τω Ηρωδη- Ουκ εξεστι 
19 σοι τὴν γυναικα ἔχειν του αδελῴφου σου. ἡ δε Ἡρωδιας ενειχεν 
20 avTw καὶ ηθελεν αποκτειναι αὐτον- Kat οὐκ Ἠἠδυνατο: | o yap 
Hpwéns εφοβειτο τον Iwavynv, edws avTov avdpa δικαιον Kat 
aylov, Kal συνετήρει aUTOV, καὶ ακουσας αὐτου πολλα ηπορει, 
21 και ἤδεως αὐτου ἡκουε. γενομενὴῆς δεημερας εὐκαιρου, ore Ἡρωδης 
τοις γὙενεσιοις αὐτου δειπνον ἐποιῆσεν TOLS μεγιστασιν καὶ τοις 


4 om τη (2°) fam'® = om και εν τὴ οἰκια αὐτου Grg!.2” 5 om εδυνατο Grg? 
ποιησαι ovdeutay fam} om οὐδεμιαν Θ Grg? exet ουδεμιαν] ovxert W quicquid 
potestatis facere Grg! 7 δους] και εδωκεν W 9 μηδὲ) et Grg? unre O 
11 ap] εαν 700 om αν τοπος Θ 14 βασιλευς] + τὴν ἀκοὴν ιησου fam 
ηγερθη εκ νεκρων O 15 om edeyor ore ἡλίιας ἐστιν αλλοι δε Grg?” 16 om ovTos 
ἐστιν 28 W Grg!-? wavyny 28 W Grg!? wwavyns avtes| ovros 28 W Grg!-? 
om ex νεκρων W Grg!-? 17 τὴν dudraxny 565 18 om την W 
THY γυναικα exe Tov αδελφου σου] fratris uxorem habens Grg!? 20 axovwy 28 
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22 χιλιαρχοις Kat τοῖς πρωτοῖς τῆς ἴ αλιλαιας, εἰσελθουσης de της 
θυγατρος της ΗἩρωδιαδος και opxnoaperns και apecaons τω Ἡρωδὴη 
και τοις συνανακειμενοῖις, εἰπεν ο βασιλευς τω κορασιω- Αιἰτησαι 

283,24 με o θελης και δωσω σοι | Kay το ἡμισυ της βασιλειας. Kat εξελ- 
θουσα εἰπε TH μήῆτρι αὐτης- Te attnowpar; ἡ δε εἰπεν αὐτὴ: Τὴν 

25 κεφαλὴν Ιωαννου του βαπτιζοντος. Kat εἰσελθουσα εὐθυς μετα 
σπουδὴης προς τον βασίιλεα εἰπεν εξαυτης: Aos μοι εξαυτῆης επι 

26 πινακι τὴν κεφαλὴν Ιωαννου του βαπτιζοντος. καὶ περίλυπος 
γενομενος ο βασιλευς δια τους ορκους και TOUS συνανακειμενους οὐκ 

27 ηθελεν αὐτὴν αθετησαι, αλλα εὐθυς αποστειλας σπεκουλατωρα 
ἐπεταξεν ενεχθηναι την κεφαλὴν αὐτου. και ateNwy απεκεφαλι- 

28 σεν auTov εν TH φυλακῆη, καὶ NVEYKE τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτου ETL πινακι, 
και ἐδωκεν τω κορασιω: καὶ TO κορασιον ἐδωκεν TNH μήτρι αυτῆς. 

29 οἱ δε μαθηται αὐτου αἀκουσαντες ηλθαν κηδευσαι το πτωμα αὐτου 

80 καὶ ἐεθηκαν αὐτο εν μνημειω. και συναγονταῖι οἱ αἀποστολοὶ προς 
τον ἴησουν, καὶ ἀαπηγγειλαν αὐτω παντα οσα εποιήῆσαν και 

81 εδιδασκον. καὶ λέγει αὐτοις o Incovs: AevTe υμεις κατ ιδιαν εἰς 
ἐρῆμον τοπον και αναπαυσασθε ολίγον. σαν yap οι ερχομενοι 

32 και οἱ υπαγοντες πολλοι, και ovde φαγειν ηυκαιρουν. και αἀπηλθον 

88 ev TW πλοίω εἰς ἐρῆμον τοπον κατ LOLaY. καὶ ειδον αὐτον ὑπα- 
γοντα, Kat eyvwoay πολλοι- και πεΐζὴ απο πασων των πολεων 

84 εὗραμον εκει, καὶ συνηλθον αὐτω. Kar εξελθων καὶ Lowy οχλον 
πολυν, εἐσπλαγχνισθὴ Er aUTOLS, OTL NoaY ὡς προβατα μὴ EXOVTA 

8ὅ ποίιμενα: καὶ ηρξατο αὐτους διδασκειν. δὴ δε πολλης wpas γενο- 
μενης προσέλθοντες οἱ μαθηται λεγουσιν αὐτω οτι Epnuos ἐστιν 

36 0 τοπος και δὴ ὡρα παρηλθεν. απολυσον ουν τους οχλους, Wa 
απελθοντες εἰς τους ΕΥγιστα AYPOUS και KWUAS αγορασωσιν EaUTOLS 

87 τι φαγωσιν. | o δε αποκριθεις εἰπεν: Δοτε αὑτοις vets φαγειν. 
και Aeyouow: Απελθοντες αγορασομεν δηναριων εκατον αρτους, 


22 om δε 565 duyarpos| + αὐτου 565 om της (2°) 565 W 
23 ante ews add kat ὡμωσεν (wuwoas 28) αὐτὴ (om αὐτη 28) πολλα ort ο εαν (αν 565) 


με (om με fam!*) αιἰτησης dwow σοι Θ fam 28 565 700 Grg! βασιλειας] + και 
ὠμῶωσεν αὐτη fam! 24 αυτη] αἰτησαι W Grg? 25 om εὐθυς fam! W 
emev εξαυτης)] λεγουσα Grg!? om εἰπεν εξαυτης W om εξαυτης fam! 28 Grg!-? 
27 avrov] + ert πινακι ὟΝ 32 απηλθεν fam! 700 εἰς ἐρημον τόπον εν 
πλοιω 565 700 33 om καὶ συνηλθον avtw W συνηλθον) nov fam! 565 
προσηλθον Θ προσηλθεν fam!’ αὐυτω] αὐτους fam!’ αὐτου 565 avros Θ om fam! 
34 ηρξαντοθ W 35 eXeyov Θ Grg? κωμας Kat aypous fam! 
om aypous και Grg?® κωμας] + aprovs 565 εαυτοις] + βρωματα Θ 
αγορασωσιν εαυτοις] καταλυσωσι fam! τι φαγωσινΪ φαγειν 565 
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Kat δωσωμεν aUTOLS La haywou, wa εκαστος avTwy Bpaxu Tt 
λαβη; | o de Neyer avrows- Tlocous exere aprous; ὑπαγετε, ιδετε. 
και yvovres Neyouow autw: Ilevre αρτους. και δυο cxPvas. Kat 





ἐπεταξεν αὐτοις παντας ανακλιθηναι συμποσια ἐπι τω χλωρω 
XOPTW. καὶ ανέεπεσον πρασιαι πρασιαι ava eEkaTov και ava 
πεντήκοντα. Kat λαβων τοὺς πεντε apTous και Tous δυο ιχθυας. 
αναβλεψας εἰς τον ουὐρανον εὐλογησε: και κατεκλασε TOUS πεντε 
αρτους και εδιδου τοις μαθηταις αὐτου wa παρατιθωσιν avTots: 
και Tous δυο ιχθυας εμερισε πασι. καὶ εφαγον παντες και ExOp- 
τασθησαν- Kat npav κλασματα δωδεκα κοφινων πληρωματα, και 
απο των ιχθνων. Kal σαν οι φαγοντες ὡς πεντακισχιλιοι ανδρες. 
και εὐθυς nvayKace Tous μαθητας αὐτου εμβηναι εἰς πλοίον και 
προαγειν avtov εἰς Βηθσαιδα, αὐτος δε ameAvoey Tous οχλους. 
και αποταξαμενος αὐτοῖς ανηλθεν εἰς TO ορος προσευξασθαι. Kat 
οψιας γενομενης nv πᾶαλαι To πλοιον ev peon τὴ θαλασσῆ, και 
QUTOS μονος ἐπι TNS γῆς. Kat LOWY αὐτοὺυς ἐλαυνοντας και βα- 
σανιζομενους, nv Yap εναντίος o avey“os ododpa, περι τεταρτην 
φυλακὴν τὴς VUKTOS ερχεται περίπατων επι THs Gadacons: Kat 
ηθελε παρελθειν αὐτους- οἱ δε ἰδοντες αὐτον ἐπι της θαλασσης 
περίπατουντα φαντασμα εδοξαν ειναι, Kat avexpakay παντες και 
εταραχθησαν. εὐθυς de ἐλαλησε προς avTous, Kat λεγει auTots: 
Θαρσειτε: eyw εἰμι, μη φοβεισθε. και ανεβὴ εἰς TO πλοιον προς 
QUTOUS, και ἐκόπασεν O ἀνεμος: Kal περίισσως εν αὐτοις εξεπλησ- 
σοντο. OV Yap συνῆκαν emt τοις apToLs: AAA ην αὐτων ἡ καρδια 
πεπωρωμενη. καὶ διαπερασαντες ἢλθον ἐπι THY γὴν εἰς Γεννησαρεθ. 
και εξελθοντων avTwv εκ του πλοιου EvOUS ἐπεγνωσαν AUTOV οι αν- 
δρες του τοπου, | και περιεδραμον εἰς ολην τὴν περιχωρον εκεινῆν, 
και ἡρξαντο emt κραββατοις φερειν παντας τοὺς κακως EXOVTAS 
OTL ἤκουον OTL ἐστιν EKEL. και οποταν εἰσεπορεύοντο ELS αγρους 7 
κωμας ἢ TOAELS, EV ταις πλατειαις ετιθουν τους ασθενουντας. KaL 
παρεκαλουν auTov wa Kav του κρασπεδου του ιματιου aUTOU αψων- 
ται: Kat οσοι ἡψαντο διεσωΐζοντο. 


averecav © fam! 28 700 W 43 ηραν] + το περισσευσαν των κλασματων 700 
om ws fam W Grg! 45 απολυσει fam?® 28 700 απολυει fam! 
περι δε 565 700 ερχεταιΐ + προς avrous οιησοὺυς Grg? προς autous] αυτοις 565 
περισσως] εκπερισσως fam! ex περισσου 28 W εξεπλησσοντο] εξισταντο O 
γενησαρε Grg! 54 om εὐθυς 565 700 τοπου]- execvov fam! 
περιεδραμον] εκπεριδραμοντες fam! περιχωρον] χωραν Θ om exe Θ 
οποταν] orav 565 aypous ἡ κωμας] κωμας ἡ aypous 700 om aypous ἡ 
fam 1 


διεσωζοντο] εἐσωθησαν 565 
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CAESAREAN TEXT OF MARK 403 


MaRK ΧΙ 


1 και ore Εγγιζουσιν es ΙΪεροσολυμα, εἰς Βηθανιαν προς To opos Tw 
2 ἔλαιων, απεστειλε δυο των μαθητων αὐτου | λεγων: Ὑπαγετε εἰς 
τὴν κωμὴν τὴν κατεναντι ὑμων- καὶ ευθεως εισπορενυομενοι εἰς αὐτὴν 
ευρησετε πωλον δεδεμενον ed ον οὐδεὶς ανθρωπων οὐυπω εκαθισεν" 
λυσατε αυτον και αγαγετε. Kat εαν τις υὑμιν En: Te AvETE τον 
πωλον; εἰπατε οτι O κυριος αὐτου χρειαν exer: και εὐθεως αὐτον 
αποστελει ὧδε. και ἀπέλθοντες evpov πωλον δεδεμενον προς θυραν 
εξἕω emt του audodov, Kat λυουσιν avTov. τινες δε των EKEL ἐστη- 
κοτων λεγουσιν αὑτοις" Te ποιειτε λυοντες τον πωλον; οἱ δε εἰπον 
auvToits καθως ειἰπεν αὐτοις o ἴησους: Kav αφηκαν αὐτους. Kat 
αγουσιν τον πωλον προς τον ἴησουν, και ἐπιβαλλουσιν avTw ιμα- 
8 τία, Kat καθιζει ἐπ avrov. πολλοι δε τα ἱματια εἐστρωνννυον εν 
Tn οδω: αλλοι δε στοιβαδας εἐκοπτον εκ δενδρων Kat ἐστρωνννυον εν 

9 Tn οδω. και οἱ προαγοντες και οἱ ἀκολουθουντες εκραζον λεγοντες" 
ὥσαννα τω υὑψιστω: εὐλογημενος ο EPXOLEVOS εν OVOMATL κυριου- 

10 εὐλογημενὴ ἡ ερχομενὴ βασιλεια του πατρος ἡμων Δαβιδ- epnyy 
11 ev ovpayw και δοξα εν υὑψιστοις. και εἰσελθων εἰς Ϊεροσολυμα εἰς 
TO Lepov περιβλεψαμενος παντα, οψιας ndn ovens της ἡμέρας, εξηλ- 

12 θεν εἰς Βηθανιαν μετα των δωδεκα. Kat Tn ἐπαύριον εξελθοντων 
18 απὸ Βηθανιας επεινασε, καὶ ιἰδων ciKny απὸ μακροθεν εἐχουσαν 
φυλλα ηλθεν εἰς αὐτὴν ὡς ευρήσων τι εν auTn: ελθων δε ἐπ αὐτὴν 
καὶ μηδεν εὐρων εἰ μη φυλλα μονον, ov Yap nV ο καιρος συκων, | 

14 εἰπεν autn: Μῆκετι ets τον αιωνα εκ σου μηδεὶς καρπον φαγη. και 
15 ἡκουσαν οι μαθηται αντου. | και epxerat εις Ϊεροσολυμα. και εἰσελ- 
θων εἰς To ἱερον ἡρξατο εκβαλλειν τους πωλουντας καὶ αγοραζον- 
τας εν τω LEPW, και τας τραπεζας των κολλυβιστων εξεχεεν καὶ 


[20] 


“Ὁὡὦ2ὠὦ ὧν νη» 





1 ηγγισαν fam! ιεροσολυμα] + και (om και Θ fam! fam’) εἰς βηθφαγη (βηθσφαγη 
fam! [8113) και Θ fam! fam!? 565 2 λεγων] et dixit Grg!-? 3 dvoare] και 
λυσαντες fam}? 98 ayayere] + μοι Grg! om Avere τον πωλον fam! W Grg!-? 
αποστελλει Θ fam!? 28 565 αποστελλει) + avrov Θ Grg!.? 4 και απελθοντες 
απηλθον ουν και fam! fam 28 5 ἐστωτων W 8 de (2°) και Grg!-? 
om fam! om αλλοι δε στιβαδας exorrov ex δενδρων και ἐστρωννυον ev Tn οδω W 
9 om woavva τω ὑψιστω W 10 om ερχομενὴ fam! om ev ovpayw 
και δοξα 28 700 W 11 παντας 565 12 απο βηθανιαΞ] εις βηθανιαν W 
om fam! 13 απο μακροθεν συκην ὟΝ ws evpnowy Te] ει apa τι ευρήσει 
fam! 28 W eu δε ex αυτην] και 700 Grg? μονα 28 εἰ μη φυλλα povor] in 
ea Grg?? om Grg4 ov] ovrw fam! 14 αὐτὴ] - o tnoovs W 
καρπον μῆδεις fam! W 15 epxerar] + Jesus Grg!.? 
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16 Tas καθεδρας των πωλουντων τας TEPLOTEPAS KATETTPEWEV: Kat οὐκ 
17 ἠφιεν wa τις διενεγκη σκεῦος δια Tov vepou: | και εἐδιδασκε και ελε- 
γεν: Γεγρατπταῖι οτι O οικος μου οιἰκος προσευχὴς κληθησεται Tact 
18 τοῖς εθνεσιν- υμεις δε αυτον ἐποιήσατε σπήλαιον ληστων. καὶ ἠκου- 
σαν OL APXLEPELS καὶ οἱ Ὑραμματεις. και εζήτουν πως AUTOV απολε- 
σωσιν- εφοβουντο δε avTov, πας yap o λαος εξεπλήσσετο ETL τὴ 
19 διδαχὴ avTov. και οταν oe εγενετο, εξω τῆς πολεως εξεπορευοντο. 
20 παραπορευομενοι δε πρωὶ ELOOY τὴν συκὴην εξηραμμενὴν εκ ριζων- 
21 και αναμνήσθεις o Ilerpos εἰπεν αυὐτω: Ῥαββι, ιδε ἡ συκὴ ἣν κατη- 
22 pacw εξηρανθη. αποκριθεις o Ϊησους ειπεν αὐὑτοις- Eu ἐχετε πιστιν 
23 θεου., | αμὴν λέγω ULV, OS εαν ELTN TW OPEL TOUTW αρθηναι Kat BAN- 
θηναι εἰς THY θαλασσαν, Kat μὴ διακριθὴ εν TH καρδια αὐτου, αλλα 
24 πιστευὴ οτι a λαλει εσται, γενησεται AUTW OTA ἂν ELTN. δια TOUTO 
λεγω υμιν, παντα οσα προσευχομενοι αιτησησθε., πιστευετε OTL 
25 ληψεσθε. και ἐσται υμιν. και οταν OTHKNTE TPOTEVXOMEVOL, ADLETE 
ει τι EXETE κατα τινος, Wa και O πατὴρ VUWY O εν τοις ουρανοις 
27 αφησει τα παραπτωματα υμων. και ερχεται παλιν εἰς Ϊἱεροσολυμα. 
και εν TW LENG) περιπατουντος QAUTOU EPXOVTAL προς AUTOV οι αρχι- 
QB ερειὶς KAL οἱ Ὕραμματεις και οἱ πρεσβυτεροι, | και ἐλεγον avTw- Ev 
Tova ἐξουσια ταῦτα ποιεις; ἡ τις σοι ἐδωκεν τὴν ἐξουσιαν ταυτην;: | 
29 o δε Incous αποκριθεὶς ειἰπεν αυὐτοις: Επερωτήησω καγω υμας λογον 
eva: αποκριθητε μοι και ἐρω καγω υμιν εν ποια εζουσια ταῦυτα 
Tow. το βαπτισμα το Ιωαννου απ ουρανου nv ἡ εξ ανθρωπων; 
30, 31 αποκριθητε μοι. και διελογιζοντο προς EauTous λέγοντες: Te εἰπω- 
μεν; εαν εἰπωμεν οτι EE ουρανου. eper ἡμιν Διατι οὐκ εἐπιστευσατε 
32 αὐτω: εαν ειἰπωμεν EE ανθρωπων. φοβουμεθα τον λαον- παντες yap 
88 ηδεισαν τον Ϊωαννὴν οτι προφητῆς nv. Kat αποκριθεντες τω Ἰησου 
λεγουσι- Ουὐυκ οιδαμεν. και αποκριθεις o Inoovs λέγει avrots: 
Oude eyw λέγω υμιν εν ποια εἕξουσια ταυτα ποιω. 


17 om πασι τοις εθνεσιν 28 18 απολεσουσιν 28 αὐτον] populum Gr¢g? 
21 avrw] Jesu Grg? 22 rov θεου W om θεου 28 23 εσται γενησεται 
αὐυτω] γενήσεται earat ovtos Grg? om oga av en fam! 28 W Grg'? 
24 atrnonre 565 700 ἐλαβετε W Grg! 25 αφησειΪΐ avy fam! W 
28 εδωκεν ravrnv τὴν εξουσιαν fam! ταυτὴν τὴν εξουσιαν εδωκεν W τὴν εξουσιαν tavrny 
δεδωκεν fam 32 εαν] - δὲ 565 adda fam! ηδεισαν] οιἰδασι 700 
εἰχοσαν 28 ιωαννὴν] + οντως fam}8 33 λέγει αὑτοις ο ιήσους 28 
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